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University of New Hampshire, May, 2005 
This study takes an ecological approach to the examination of developmental 
status of adults in middle adulthood, with a focus on parents of adolescents, investigating 
adults’ developmental statuses with respect to their children’s development. Hypotheses 
predicted ecological variables would related with middle adult development, defined in 
terms of generativity, identity certainty, and identity concern. Children’s development, 
social support, stress, personality, well-being, and background variables were 
investigated in analyses. It was further hypothesized that social support and stress would 
mediate the relation between child and adult development.
The sample for the present study was composed of 126 parents-child pairs. 
Parents were 31 to 61 years old (M= 45.50), and their children were 11 to 17 years old 
(M= 14.2). Regressions were performed for each ecological variable on each parent 
developmental variable. Children’s psychosocial development predicted variability in 
parent generativity and identity concern; child age and pubertal status did not. Identity 
certainty was not predicted by child variables. Social support was consistently related 
with each measure of developmental status. Different social support types predicted each 
adult development variable. Stress was generally related with parents’ developmental 
status, but perceived and parenting stress variables were responsible for most of the 
predictive ability of stress in development. Extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and
viii
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conscientiousness each predicted variability in generativity; neuroticism and 
conscientiousness each predicted variability in identity certainty and midlife identity 
concerns.
A larger regression including all ecological variables showed that social support 
and the openness and agreeableness factors of personality were each responsible for 
variance in generativity when all variables were entered in the same equation. Life 
satisfaction and conscientiousness predicted variability in identity certainty, and 
children’s psychosocial development, life satisfaction, and conscientiousness each were 
responsible for variance in identity concerns.
Structural equation modeling (SEM) also showed that child development and 
parents’ developmental status were related. Evidence for the role of social support as a 
mediator between the relationship of child to adult development was supported, but the 
model did not fit the data well. Other models of mediation were not supported.
ix
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INTRODUCTION
As illustrated in the popular press and in published empirical research, 
psychologists and other authors have long been intrigued by the consequences and 
correlates of human parenting. In the past five years (2000-2005). for example, over
i1,000 psychological journal articles and over 2,000 popular press books have been 
published on the topic of parenting. The focus of this area has primarily been on the 
effects of being parented, or children’s responses to their parents. This has been true for 
children at all developmental levels, including adolescence. However, study of the 
effects of parenting on the parent and children’s effects on their parents’ development has 
been largely neglected (e.g., Cusinato, 1994; Palkovitz, 1996). Exceptions include some 
work on the transition to parenting and the “empty nest”. Various researchers have called 
for investigations of the role adolescents play in parental development as well as for 
research on the role families play in adolescent development and the impact of adolescent 
development on the family as a whole (Gecas, & Seff 1990; Harris, 1995; Lanz, 2000; 
Murtaugh & Zetlin, 1988; Steinberg & Silk, 2002; Wapner, 1993). The research 
presented here begins to address this need.
1A search of PsycINFO performed on March 29, 2005 for “parenting” in the title 
returned 1,312 results published between March, 2000 and March, 2005. A search for 
“parent” in the title returned over 4,052 results.
2 A search of www.bn.com (Barnes and Noble bookstore’s website) performed on March 
29,2005 for books with “parenting” in the title returned 2,079 results currently available 
for purchase that were published between March, 2000 and March, 2005; 10,857 results 
were returned in total.
1
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Adults as Developing Individuals
Until the past fifty years, psychological development in adulthood was an area 
few researchers had explored. Much research has now been dedicated to the study of the 
latter part of the lifespan (Staudinger & Bluck, 2001). Although most of the available 
literature on adulthood discusses late adulthood, researchers believe there are many 
changes that occur between early adulthood and later adulthood. Therefore, there are 
more recent efforts to explore theories of development during the middle adult years, 
those between young adulthood and the years of interest to gerontologists (Stevens-Long 
& Michaud, 2003). Often referred to as “midlife”, the chronological ages at which middle 
adulthood begins and ends are ambiguous (e.g., Lachman, 2001). Many assert that 
midlife begins around age 30 (Antonucci, Akiyama, & Merline, 2001). But middle 
adulthood is often defined subjectively and culturally and can range from as young as the 
age of 20 to as old as the age of 75 (Staudinger & Bluck, 2001).
Recent efforts to research the period of middle adulthood have offered much on 
the physical and psychological health and well-being of individuals during midlife. 
Developmental theories put forth by Erikson (1963,1968) and Levinson (1978,1996), 
for example, have guided many investigations of this stage of life. However, research on 
adult development has largely ignored the role of parent, even though this is a normative 
life role and Erikson’s (1959) theory of generativity specifically describes providing for 
the next generation as a task of adulthood. The developmental processes and transitions 
that occur for parents during their children’s adolescence remain to be explored in depth 
(Cusinato, 1994; Seltzer & Ryff, 1994). The research presented here explores the adult 
development of parents as it relates to adolescent development.
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Generativity
Erikson’s (1968) theory builds upon Freud’s psychosexual theory of development 
by adding a psychosocial dimension, shifting the focus of development from a biological 
outlook to a stronger dependence on a social or cultural perspective. Further, Erikson 
builds on Freud’s theory by including phases of development that come after 
adolescence: intimacy versus isolation in young adulthood, generativity versus self- 
absorption and stagnation in middle adulthood and ego integrity versus despair in later 
adulthood. He has described each of his eight developmental stages in terms of a conflict 
and its two possible outcomes: a positive outcome and a negative outcome. When an 
individual reaches each developmental stage, one of these outcomes becomes a part of 
the personality. According to this theory, how the conflict is resolved in each stage is 
central to personality development and sets the foundation for subsequent development. 
A stage at which the conflict is resolved will result in the positive aspect becoming 
assimilated into the personality; when the conflict is not resolved, the negative aspect is 
assimilated (Erikson, 1968). Therefore, intimacy resolution sets the foundation for 
development of additional intimate roles and relationships, whereas isolation resolution 
impairs development of additional intimate roles and relationships.
Erikson’s (1963,1968) dynamic model characterizes middle adulthood as a 
period of giving to and guiding the next generation. Generativity is a time when “the 
adult nurtures, teaches, leads, and promotes the next generation while generating life 
products and outcomes that benefit the social system and promote its continuity from one 
generation to the next” (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992, p. 1003). Generativity is 
achieved only when the individual works toward attaining it. When an adult is successful
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
at positively resolving this crisis, he or she experiences greater ego strength and a 
stronger feeling of confidence in the next generation than those who are not successful. 
Self-absorption can result if the individual does not put effort into providing in some way 
for the younger generation (Erikson, 1963,1968).
Clearly, raising children is an important aspect of Erikson’s model of generativity. 
However, it is not the only way one may be generative; adults may also be generative by 
caring for nephews and nieces or friends’ children, by mentoring younger colleagues, 
volunteering in the community, and/or creating works of art or political change to be 
appreciated by younger generations (Erikson, 1959, 1968; McAdams & de St. Aubin,
1992). In addition, raising children does not ensure that one will successfully avoid the 
negative outcome of self-absorption. When adults overcome challenges and make 
sacrifices that meaningfully contribute to the next generation, such as imparting their 
culture, they may be considered generative (McAdams, Diamond, de St. Aubin, & 
Mansfield, 1997).
Generativity has been studied from a variety of perspectives. Personality 
measures have been used to assess Erikson’s (1959) definition of generativity. Ryff and 
her colleagues (Ryff & Heincke, 1983; Ryff & Migdal, 1984) and Stewart, Ostrove, and 
Helson (2001) assessed personality traits in cross-sectional samples of adults to 
investigate generativity during middle age. Ryff and Heincke (1983) found that middle 
aged adults (Mage = 47.9 years) perceived that they were more generative than did their 
younger (Mage = 20.6 years) and older (Mage = 69.4 years) counterparts.
Ryff and Migdal (1984) found that women in early adulthood (18-30 years old) 
did not score as highly as middle aged women (40-55 years old) on personality traits
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
related to generativity such as nurturance, authority or assertiveness, breadth of interests, 
and innovation. The elder women in this sample demonstrated that attributes measured by 
scales of generativity were more important to them than their younger counterparts, 
supporting Erikson’s theory. Corroborating these results, Stewart and her colleagues 
(2001) found that women in their 40s felt more generativity than women in their 30s and 
less generativity than women in their 50s. These findings reveal not only a pattern of 
transition into middle age, but also development within middle adulthood.
Another way researchers have assessed generativity is through an adult’s 
description of his or her life and self. McAdams and his colleagues (McAdams & de St. 
Aubin, 1992; McAdams et al., 1997) have developed a pen-and-paper measure of 
generativity, called the Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS), to assess seven dimensions of 
psychosocial development in adulthood: “inner desires for symbolic immortality and to 
be needed by others; concern for the care and development of the next generation; a 
belief in the goodness and worthwhileness of the human species developing from one 
generation to the next; commitment to generative pursuits; generative actions, in the 
forms of creating, maintaining, and offering up; and the personal narration of generativity 
as a key feature of an adult’s evolving and self-defining life story” (McAdams & de St. 
Aubin, 1992, p. 1012). Responses to questions on this survey differentiate generative 
individuals from those who are not as concerned with generativity by assigning a score 
based on responses along a continuum from less to more generative. Age differences are 
found, with younger adults scoring lower than older adults, indicating higher levels of 
generativity in the latter.
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Further, McAdams and his colleagues (McAdams & de S t Aubin, 1992; 
McAdams et a t, 1997) have found that adults’ narrative descriptions of their lives are 
related to levels of generativity. When highly generative individuals, as assessed on the 
LGS, are asked about their life stories and actions they have performed in their lives, 
responses differ greatly from individuals who score low on the LGS. Specifically, 
individuals who are highly generative report more acts of creativity, maintenance, 
offering, and symbolic immortality than others (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992). Life- 
stories of highly generative adults, given during interviews, included significantly more 
mentions of prosocial goals aimed at benefiting the next generation and contributing to 
society, as well as instances of individuals sensing the need to care for others (McAdams 
et al., 1997).
Each of these approaches to the study of generativity demonstrates that 
generativity increases during middle adulthood. As Erikson asserts and research supports, 
individuals who are highly generative tend to lead more psychologically healthy and 
rewarding lives (e.g., Stewart and Vandewater, 1999). However, a more in-depth analysis 
of such sample responses is necessary. It is likely that many of the individuals providing 
feedback regarding their generativity are parents. Further, it is possible that adolescent 
development of their children impacts generativity (see subsequent discussion). To date 
researchers focused on generativity have not simultaneously assessed parenting or the 
parenting role. The research presented here investigates parents of adolescents at 
different phases of biological and physical development in order to assess the 
contribution of this aspect of adults’ lives to their adulthood development.
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Midlife Review
Building on Erikson’s theory of generativity, Levinson (1978,1996) proposed a 
theory of development in middle adulthood which includes the idea of providing for the 
next generation but also incorporates a review of the past leading to potential life 
changes. Levinson organizes his theory of development into different stages, or seasons, 
with the ages of 40-45 years bringing a midlife transition. This season follows the period 
between the ages of 33 and 40 when the individual finishes establishing his or her life 
structure for early adulthood. It precedes establishing a life structure for middle 
adulthood, with entry to middle adulthood at ages 45-50.
Through Levinson’s interviews of 35- to 45-year old men (1978) and women 
(1996), he found that there are four major distinctions to be made during what he called 
middle adulthood (age 40-60): young-old, destruction-creation, masculinity-femininity, 
and engagement-separateness. During the age of middle adulthood, each individual has 
the task of accepting that he or she is aging, while finding ways to retain and change 
some of his or her youthful characteristics. This search accomplishes the young-old task. 
In order to approach the destruction-creation task distinction, the middle-aged person 
becomes more creative in an effort to overcome destructive acts committed in the past. 
This creativity may take the form of creating works of art or political change to be 
appreciated by younger generations. Regarding the masculine-feminine distinction, at this 
time of life, men often become more nurturing than they were in the past, whereas 
women express autonomy more frequently than they did in the past. Engagement and 
separateness must also be balanced as one traverses middle adulthood. An individual who 
has focused on employment, for example, may not been in touch with him or herself in
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
younger years and may become more self-oriented during middle adulthood. Conversely, 
an individual who has focused on her or himself during early adulthood may endeavor to 
become more involved in the community or in work during middle adulthood.
Levinson’s theory provides an important expansion of Erikson’s theory. The 
concept of reexamining one’s life course is a crucial part of research on adulthood and 
will be discussed later in this paper. However, Levinson’s (1978,1996) research clearly 
describes a midlife crisis that occurs around the age of 40 years. Although the midlife 
crisis has been thought of as a common characteristic of this age (Lachman, 2001), 
further research demonstrates that the changes that Levinson found usually occur more 
slowly and more peacefully than he demonstrated. For example, Stewart and Vandewater 
(1999) found that women at middle adulthood do acknowledge a variety of regrets about 
their earlier lives. For some individuals, these regrets provide motivation to change their 
lives. Changes that have been made include focusing more or focusing less on life outside 
of the family; some women decide to intensify their career paths. However, rethinking 
one’s life course does not always lead to as deep regret or as drastic change as Levinson 
asserts. In addition, midlife review may come at younger or older ages, varying by one’s 
subjective view of their age, instead of at Levinson’s clear age cut-offs (Stewart & 
Vandewater, 1999).
Parents’ midlife review often overlaps with the period when their children aye 
adolescents. During adolescence, children are in the process of their own self-exploration 
(e.g., Erikson, 1968). Therefore, it is possible that adults and children both are at a 
transitional point of self-reflection in their lives at the same time. The present research 
investigates the extent to which parents’ midlife review may be associated with their
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
children’s stage of adolescence. One aspect of adult development that is integral to the 
exploration of midlife review is identity reexamination, discussed subsequently.
Identity Reexamination
It is particularly important to study the development of parents of adolescents 
because of the frequently occurring overlap between midlife identity exploration and 
adolescent identity exploration. Traditionally, adolescence is depicted as a period — often 
the only period -  when individuals face the task of identity formation. Erikson (1968) 
defined adolescence as a time during which an individual develops identity, “a conscious 
sense of individual uniqueness” (p. 208), while concurrently distinguishing oneself as a 
separate individual. Developmentally, adolescence is fitting as the time when an 
individual is able to begin to explore his or her identity in depth. Cognitive development 
at this time in life allows humans to surpass the conceptions held during childhood 
(Piaget, 1972), to reflect on one’s self-concept, responsibilities, and commitments in life 
(Moshman, 2003). However, according to Erikson (1968), one’s identity formation is 
begun and completed, either successfully or unsuccessfully, during adolescence.
Other theories make accommodations for the continuing formation or 
reexamination of identity throughout the lifespan (Lachman, 2001). The concept of 
identity includes the ability to organize self-conceptions, past experiences, individual 
changes, and future prospects into an understanding of oneself as a person. Each of these 
features changes as the individual progresses through life. Therefore, identity formation 
is not a process that ends with adolescence but continues throughout the lifespan. Beyond 
adolescence, adulthood is a time when individuals may explore identity and undertake a 
process of identity reexamination (Moshman, 2003).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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With more life experience bearing on self-conceptions, adults can change or add 
to the understandings of identity they once had. In this process, an individual may 
experience a variety of stressors and go through life reappraisal, re-evaluating life choices 
and their life situation (Gould, 1972; Silverberg & Steinberg, 1990). In addition, an 
important part of development in adulthood is reviewing regrets one may have and 
thinking about any changes that one would like to make (Stewart & Vandewater, 1999). 
For parents, their children’s adolescence often occurs concurrently with this period of 
reexamination (Silverberg & Steinberg, 1990), leading to parents, even more than 
adolescents, often finding adolescence a challenging time to navigate (Steinberg & Silk, 
2002). Observation of one’s child progressing through adolescence can signal emotional 
trials for parents, and parents may find themselves addressing feelings they anticipated 
weighing only on their children at this age (Allen et al., 2003; Steinberg & Steinberg, 
1994).
Because adolescence is a time for identity formation (Erikson, 1968), the 
implication of this concurrent development is that parents and their adolescent children 
may experience parallel processes of self-examination. Researchers have called for 
investigations of the role adolescents play in parental development (Gecas, & Seff 1990; 
Harris, 1995; Lanz, 2000; Murtaugh & Zetlin, 1988; Steinberg & Silk, 2002; Wapner,
1993) though to date, systematic studies of this question have been few in number. The 
present research begins to address this need.
Parenting and Development in Adulthood
Most of the attention to parents has focused on their impact on their children’s 
development at different stages of child and adolescent development. Indeed, such
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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research fits within the traditions of developmental psychology to examine the 
environmental influences of development in relation to the current topic, life 
circumstances. Life circumstances influence the formation of identity during adolescence 
(e.g., Erikson, 1968). Parents’ environmental experiences are also likely generators of 
their own development during their children’s adolescence.
To date, researchers with an interest in studying the normative experience of 
parenting have explored the transition to parenting (e.g., Palkovitz, 1996) and the “empty 
nest” experience (e.g., Magai & Halpem, 2001), with less attention to the middle years of 
parenting. Although much of the literature on the transition to and empty nest phases of 
parenting focuses on the ways children are influenced by their parents, research on these 
two phases does include investigation of the ways children affect adult development. It is 
the period following the transition to parenthood and prior to children’s departure from 
home that remains to be explored in depth as a time when parents develop (Seltzer & 
Ryff, 1994). Though research on this period has been conducted, parent development has 
not been explored. Instead, research has focused on ways adolescents impact parent-child 
relationships and their parents’ well-being.
Transition to Parenting
Investigations of the transition to parenting include the period beginning around 
birth and extending through early childhood. Research describing this period of 
development focuses on the ways the infant or child is affected by parent-child 
interactions as well as on how parental development can be influenced by their young 
children (Seltzer & Ryff, 1994). Theories of attachment, for example, discuss the 
consequences of the parent-child relationship on the infant (e.g., Ainsworth, & Wittig,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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1969; Bowlby, 1982). More specifically, infant attachment studies were aimed to study 
infants’ behaviors toward their mothers when placed in a strange situation. The 
conclusions drawn from this research were that the way infants’ caregivers treated them 
affected their patterns of behavior (Ainsworth, & Wittig, 1969).
Research has demonstrated that in the early years of parenthood, adults can also 
be affected by their children. For example, unpublished research by Coltrera (1978, cited 
in Wapner & Demick, 2003) and Clark (2001, cited in Wapner & Demick, 2003) found 
that parents’ self-perceptions change dramatically following the birth of their first child. 
Further, Azar (2003) asserts that the tasks of parenting infants and young children bring 
opportunities and difficulties that promote social-cognitive development. As children’s 
needs change over time parents must accommodate these changing needs. For example, 
parents’ abilities to take their children’s perspectives and regulate their emotions are 
affected by children’s actions (e.g., quickly determining the best way to handle a temper- 
tantrum during a shopping trip in a way that promotes the child’s development but also 
calms the situation; Azar, 2003).
Empty Nest
The effect of children leaving home can be a time of readjustment for parents that 
is positive for some individuals but negative for others (e.g., Adelman, Antonucci, 
Crohan, & Coleman, 1989; Carstensen, Graff, Levenson, & Gottman, 1996). Some 
mothers’ psychological well-being may be negatively affected as a result of “feelings of 
loss and of not being needed” (Wapner & Demick, 2003, p. 74) after their children leave 
home. However, it is more typical across many cultures to find women who are not
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negatively affected by children leaving home (Borland, 1982) or even less stressed when 
their children leave home (Wapner & Demick, 2003).
Borland (1982), for example, found that most African American women worked 
outside of the home prior to their children leaving home and continued this work and 
showed little to no stress following becoming empty nested. Though most Mexican 
American women in the study did not work outside the home, they were more involved in 
caring for their grandchildren and older unmarried children when their youngest child left 
home; they also showed little stress as a result. Women of the upper-middle class, most 
of whom were not employed, did experience stress when their youngest child left home. 
Emotional development may also be affected positively when children leave home 
(Carstensen et al., 1996). For example, positive emotions in a marriage tend to drop 
during the transition to parenthood, but these emotions are elevated again after the 
youngest child has left home. These findings are particularly true in families where 
positive relationships between children and parents exist (Carstensen et al., 1996). 
Parenting Adolescents: Psychosocial and Pubertal Development
It is important to understand the changes that accompany the adolescent transition 
when discussing the impacts they can have on parent development and parent-child 
relationships. Extant research investigates the transition to adolescence and the 
functioning of individuals as they negotiate their adolescent years. Adolescent 
development broadly incorporates increased cognitive ability, development of individual 
identity, and social and physical changes (e.g., Eccles et al., 1993; Erikson, 1968;
Gottlieb, 1991). The implications of these changes on the parent-child relationship can
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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be powerful, involving a family transition through the second decade of life rather than a 
stage experienced by the adolescent alone.
Briefly, psychosocial changes that occur during adolescence involve the 
individual developing a concept of his or her own identity, accompanied by a new sense 
of autonomy, while learning about his or her place in social surroundings (Erikson, 1968; 
Steinberg & Silk, 2002). Cognitive changes also occur during adolescence. Individuals 
develop the skills to think abstractly, hypothetically, multidimensionally, and relatively. 
They also develop metacognition, (e.g., Steinberg & Silk, 2002). These new skills allow 
the adolescent to think differently about him or herself, about others, and about 
relationships with others (e.g., Steinberg & Silk, 2002). During puberty, growth in height 
and weight, changes and growth of sex organs, and changes in the composition of the 
body and in bodily systems occur (e.g., Steinberg & Silk, 2002). In addition, these 
physical changes have social impacts. Parents, as well as children, can see that pre­
adolescents and adolescents are becoming sexually mature, and this may cause some 
parents to worry about their children becoming sexually active, for example (e.g., 
Steinberg & Silk, 2002). According to research by Paikoff and Brooks-Gunn (1991), 
hormonal changes lead to changes in adolescents’ behavior. These changes are 
accompanied or preceded by changes in appearance and self-image as well as by changes 
in the reactions of others to the adolescent.
The implications of these changes for parents have been given the attention of 
some research. However, in the years that intervene between the transition to parenthood 
and the time when all children have left the home (i.e., “empty nest”), parents have been 
studied most frequently as a variable that can help or hinder their children’s development.
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For example, adolescents who are not provided with positive or adequate support within 
their families have been found to be less resilient in facing transitions in life such as the 
adjustment to college (Schultheiss & Blustein, 1994). Adolescents whose parents 
encourage the development of their autonomy and their formation of relationships are 
higher achievers at school and have better ego-resiliency (Best, Hauser, & Allen, 1997). 
Steinberg, Dombusch, and Brown (1998) assessed parental warmth, autonomy fostering, 
and behavioral control, and found that adolescents accomplished more in school than 
their peers when their parents were democratic in the home and showed warmth but were 
also firm.
Not only have positive parent-adolescent relationships been shown to predict 
beneficial outcomes, but research has also shown that hostile opposition within the family 
is associated with negative outcomes in adolescent development. Allen, Hauser, 
O’Connor, Bell, and Eickholt (1996), for example, reported that excessively antagonistic 
family conflict was linked to difficulties in establishing autonomy and relatedness during 
the adolescent years. This supports the theory that positive interactions between parents 
and their children contribute positively to adolescent development. Similarly, research 
has demonstrated that individuals in late adolescence had a greater sense of security when 
they received higher levels of parental support (Herzberg et al., 1999) and more 
successful development with greater perceived (Cantor, under review). Complementary 
studies investigating the effects these environments and relationships have on parental 
development have yet to be performed.
Though much of the focus of parenting adolescents has been on describing the 
ways parents can influence their children’s development, as summarized in the last two
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paragraphs, the changes that occur during adolescence have implications for the 
adolescents’ parents. Harris (1995) has suggested that it is not only the influence the 
parent has on the child that contributes to adolescent adjustment, but that adolescents 
have profound effects on their parents. Indeed, parenting practices affect and reflect 
adolescent adjustment (Harris, 1995; Steinberg & Silk, 2002).
Perhaps most prominent and meaningful in everyday life are the changes that 
occur within interpersonal relationships. As children enter into the pre-teen and teenage 
years, they begin spending less time with parents and more time with peers.
Relationships with peers and parents as well as within the academic environment have 
been indicated in much research as key factors that greatly influence the development 
that occurs during the second decade of life. Further, at this time, adolescents begin to 
experience increases in time spent unsupervised and expectations for autonomy 
(Steinberg & Silk, 2002). Though these changes in time spent with parents are normative, 
autonomy can be seen in various lights: less dependency on parents, solidifying a 
separate or unique identity, viewing parents as people, less idealization of parents 
(Grotevant, 1998). As a result, parents can feel betrayed by their children’s 
demonstrations of increased independence and development of individual values. Parents 
may not be ready to grant the amount of freedom requested by their children (Steinberg 
& Silk, 2002).
Parental well-being has been assessed with respect to the psychosocial 
development of their adolescent children. Silverberg and Steinberg (1987) have found 
that both mothers of adolescent sons and mothers of adolescent daughters report lower 
life satisfaction and self-esteem, as well as greater familial conflict, identity concerns,
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and psychological symptoms when their children become more emotionally autonomous. 
In addition to the physical changes of puberty, psychosocial development of early 
adolescents can contribute to disagreements between parents and children about opinions 
and beliefs, at times leading to intensified conflict between early adolescents and their 
parents (Holmbeck, 1996; Sagrestano, McCormick, Paikoff, & Holmbeck, 1999).
In a study of the stresses and satisfactions of parents, parents consistently reported 
that adolescence was the most difficult stage of parenting for them (Pasley & Gecas,
1984). Parents reported that the period when their children were 14 to 18 years old was 
difficult because of issues pertaining to the parents as well to the children. For example, 
parents reported aggravation as a result of children wanting more independence and felt 
they had less control over their children at this stage. As for issues relating to children 
directly, parents were worried about children’s choice of friends, delinquency, and 
dating. The authors assert that parents, especially mothers, may view increasing 
independence of their children as positive and as negative at the same time. On the 
positive end, parents may be excited that their children are beginning to think about the 
future and becoming individuals with more advanced abilities and identities. However, a 
parent may also be asking himself or herself a similar question: Now that my child needs 
me less, “[w]hat am I going to do with the rest of my life?” (Pasley & Gecas, 1984, p. 
403). Adolescence can be described as marking an imminent end of a role to which a 
parent has become accustomed, which can also cause stress (Pasley & Gecas, 1984). 
These issues of parent identity concerns associated with their development in middle 
adulthood and their children’s development are one of the main topics of the current 
research.
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Not unlike the findings on adolescents’ psychosocial development impacting their 
parents, a number of researchers have also contributed to our understanding of parents’ 
experiences by investigating the ways a child’s pubertal status can affect parents. As 
Steinberg and Steinberg (1994) point out, the physical changes that signal puberty are 
different in important ways from emotional, interpersonal, and behavioral changes. The 
latter can often be seen as temporary stages that will soon end. However, physical 
changes such as menarche (i.e., the onset of menstruation), body hair, voice changes, and 
growth spurts are irreversible. These physical changes can indicate to parents that their 
children are growing older and are no longer young children with the same needs they 
once had. The same changes indicate to both parents and children that children’s social 
roles and reproductive abilities are changing (Bumpus, Crouter, & McHale, 2001; Paikoff 
& Brooks-Gunn, 1991; Silverberg & Steinberg, 1990, Steinberg & Steinberg, 1994).
Some parents see their children’s puberty as a signal that their own period of middle 
adulthood has begun, as they are no longer young parents of young children.
Theoretically, this view of a child’s maturation can also lead to exploration of and 
sensitivity to parents’ identity issues (Paikoff & Brooks-Gunn, 1991; Paikoff, Brooks- 
Gunn, & Carlton-Ford, 1991). Empirical investigations of this phenomenon have yet to 
be conducted; the current research begins to address this question.
Though research has not been focused on the extent to which children’s pubertal 
status contributes to their parents’ developmental status such as identity exploration, there 
have been studies of the effects of pubertal status on parents. Much of the empirical 
research on the impact of pubertal changes on parents focuses on the parent-child 
relationship. For example, Bumpus and colleagues (2001) found that pubertal status,
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especially daughters’ menarcheal status, predicted the amount of autonomy in decision 
making and parental knowledge about children’s activities. In families where mothers 
had less traditional values, parents sought less information about the activities of their 
second-bom postmenarcheai daughters. Parents with more traditional values gave first- 
and second-bom postmenarcheai daughters less autonomy.
Hill, Holmbeck, Marlow, Green, and Lynch (1985) found that mothers reported 
lower parental satisfaction when sons were at the peak of puberty; at the same time as the 
pubertal peak, sons’ involvement in family activities was at its lowest and conflict with 
mothers was at its highest. The curvilinear (i.e., low at both ends and peaking in the 
middle) association between maternal conflict and children’s pubertal status is supported 
in a study of low-income, African American adolescents and their parents as well 
(Sagrestano et al., 1999). This study found that parents were less verbally aggressive 
towards sons during the early and later stages of puberty than during the middle stages of 
puberty.
In addition to the curvilinear findings of some researchers, others have found 
linear relations between parent-child relationships and puberty. Steinberg and his 
colleagues (e.g., Steinberg, 1981; Steinberg & Hill, 1978) have found that as sons’ 
physical maturity increases, the fathers’ assertiveness and sons’ deference to fathers also 
increase. A meta-analysis of studies of puberty and parent-child conflict demonstrated 
that conflict affect (i.e., level of upset) were positively associated with puberty (Laursen, 
Coy, & Collins, 1998). The frequency of parent-child conflict and puberty were not 
significantly related, but the authors advise caution in these interpretations because of the 
small number of studies meta-analyzed (Laursen et al., 1998).
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Clearly, there is a connection between puberty and parent-child relationships, with 
some studies describing effects of puberty on parents individually. However, there is no 
consensus on the exact shape or direction of the relationships. In Laurson and colleagues’ 
(1998) meta-analysis, eight studies reported linear and eleven reported curvilinear 
associations between parent-child conflict and puberty.
It is important to consider a broad range of variables and the broad picture of 
families at adolescence when interpreting past research. First, it is not possible to 
interpret the implications of adolescent development for parental development by 
knowing about conflict in parent-child relationships. Further, when the effects of children 
on their parents are considered, it is necessary to also consider matters beyond the scope 
of many of the studies reviewed here: the previous state of the parent-child relationship, 
in addition to the individuals’ characteristics (Paikoff & Brooks-Gunn, 1991), parents’ 
and children’s psychosocial statuses, and other aspects of the environment (e.g., social 
support, stressors, background characteristics). The present research begins to consider 
these additional variables by including measures of a variety of ecological influences 
discussed subsequently.
Ecological Influences on Parental Development
Just as researchers have supported the theory that contextual variables in an 
adolescent’s environment can influence development, parents’ development is likely 
influenced by their environments as well. Therefore, it is necessary to understand a 
number of ecological variables that may help explain changes parents go through during 
their children’s adolescence. The theoretical markers of developmental achievement 
discussed previously, such as generativity and identity exploration, do not occur
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independently. Each occurs within the context of all levels of the developing individual’s 
environment, ranging from the intrapersonal to interpersonal and cultural (Belsky, 1984; 
Bronfenbrenner, 1986; Stevens-Long & Michaud, 2003).
The Ecological Model
The process of development involves much more than the individual. The 
ecological model that can be used to help explain development includes variables from 
within the person as well as interpersonal and environmental influences and the 
interactions each variable has with the others. It involves the individual and his or her 
reciprocal environment as well as the changes both endure over time (Bronfenbrenner, 
1986). For example, the process of identity formation occurs in the various social 
contexts of an individual. The environments in which one develops, such as networks of 
friends and workplace, characterize the identity one develops, but only in part. Identity is 
also generated internally during social interactions (Moshman, 2003).
With respect to the influence parents, as contextual variables, can have on their 
children’s development, researchers have specifically examined parents’ environments 
and environmental effects on parenting (see Belsky, 1984 for a review). Outside of 
family socioeconomic status (SES) and cultural background, which have been implicated 
to affect parenting, intra- and interpersonal facets have been identified that affect 
parenting behaviors: parents’ personality traits, child characteristics, and parents’ 
stressors and social support (Belsky, 1984).
Parents’ own developmental histories are linked to their parenting, and therefore 
to their children’s development, through their adult personality expression. Personality 
characteristics, determined in part from this past, also can affect marital and occupational
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relationships, which, in turn, also affect parenting. The second facet affecting parenting, 
child characteristics, can greatly affect parenting styles. The “fit” between parental 
disposition and situation and children’s temperament and behavior styles creates a unique 
outcome that has an influence on child development both directly and through parenting. 
Lastly, environmental sources of strain and social support to the parent have been shown 
to affect parenting. These effects come both directly and indirectly, through the parent’s 
personality resources that are affected by stress and support and through marital relations 
that are affected subsequently by personality and can bear on parenting practices (Belsky, 
1984).
Beyond affecting parenting behaviors directly, these three facets interact with 
each other as well as with other variables (e.g., child development, marital relations, work 
relations) that can, in turn, affect and be affected by parenting (Belsky, 1984). Thus there 
is a need to assess parental functioning (e.g., development and well-being), children’s 
characteristics and development (e.g., psychosocial functioning), and parental stressors 
and social support in order to fully investigate the potential influences on parents’ 
development. The current research, therefore, explores parents’ lives from an ecological 
perspective, including not only background variables that may affect parents and 
children, but inter- and intrapersonal resources and characteristics that have been 
implicated previously to affect parenting and therefore child development.
On a basic level, change and growth occur in the contexts of families, schools, 
workplaces, social networks, and any other contexts in which individuals exist. On a 
deeper level, psychological development of family members is affected by other 
environments in which all family members spend their time. Further, development of
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each family member is affected by changes each endures over time. These effects reach 
beyond the fact that individuals age as time progresses. Transitions of each family 
member influence development indirectly by affecting family processes (Bronfenbrenner, 
1986,1989). Research has demonstrated that environmental variables such as the support 
one perceives from others (e.g., Greenberger & O’Neil, 1993), the development of family 
members (e.g., Silverberg & Steinberg, 1990), and the climate of one’s relationships 
(e.g., Hill et al., 1985; Lansford, Ceballo, Abbey, & Stewart, 2001) affect adult well­
being. This section will highlight past research in these areas as well as outline ways the 
present research builds upon the literature currently available.
Social Support
Parents and their parenting, to varying degrees, are affected by the social support 
they perceive from others in their lives (e.g., Belsky, 1984; Greenberger & O’Neil, 1993; 
Lang & Schtitze, 2002). Social support is one of the most frequently researched 
constructs that can assist individuals in the face of life stressors (Antonucci et al., 2001). 
The areas of adult well-being more generally and parenting more specifically are no 
exception. Indeed, a number of researchers have found an association between the 
supports one perceives in his or her life and the satisfaction or well-being reported 
(Belsky, 1984).
Well-being in adulthood has been linked with the social support one receives in a 
variety of relationships. Greenberger and O’Neil (1993) investigated the extent to which 
perceived social support from neighbors and from marital partners affect the well-being 
and life and parental satisfaction of parents with preschool children. For women, 
perceived social support from neighbors who live nearby has been associated with a
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greater sense of well-being and satisfaction in life; for men, perceived support from 
neighbors tends to help in lowering mental health symptoms such as anxiety and 
depression. Support in the marital relationship plays an important role for both women 
and men, with greater well-being and satisfaction in parenting being associated with more 
perceived social support from a spouse (Greenberger & O’Neil, 1993).
Corroborating these findings, in a large cross-sectional study by Marks (1996), 
the presence of social support was related to better psychological well-being, as well as a 
longer life and better physical conditions. Conversely, unmarried adults demonstrated 
generally lower levels of well-being and poorer health. This research supports the notion 
that individuals’ well-being in middle adulthood benefits from having “a person in the 
family with whom you can really share your private feelings and concerns” (Marks,
1996, p. 923). Married individuals are more likely to answer affirmatively to this item. 
Further, having a confidant outside of the family was also beneficial to the well-being of 
individuals in middle adulthood. Similarly, work by Lang and Schtitze (2002) 
demonstrated that perceived support from children is associated with well-being in older 
parents. When adult children are emotionally supportive and expressed affection to their 
aging parents, parents’ life satisfaction and well-being was increased.
Although these studies contribute to researchers’ understanding of the adult 
experience, they each carry constraints that demonstrate the need for further exploration. 
One of the largest drawbacks of the studies on social support in adulthood is that the 
outcomes are measured in terms of satisfaction with life, well-being, and mental health 
symptoms. The current research expands upon these findings to include outcomes that are 
grounded in developmental theory. The ages of participants included in past research is
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expanded upon in the present research. Neither the research of Greenberger and O’Neil 
(1993) nor that of Lang and Schtitze (2002) aims to investigate middle adulthood. 
Although importantly contributing to existing literature, the participants investigated 
include only preschool children’s parents who have not all reached middle adulthood 
(Greenberger & O’Neil, 1993) and adult children’s parents who are past middle 
adulthood (Lang & Schiitze, 2002).
Family, Friends, and Work Relationships
Adult well-being, research shows, often reflects the diverse roles adults play in 
the various social contexts of their lives and the interactions involved therein (Antonucci 
et al., 2001). In addition to social support, the social environments in which they find 
themselves, such as in the family (Hill et al., 1985; Lansford et al., 2001; Silverberg & 
Steinberg, 1987; Zucker, Ostrove, & Stewart, 2002) and at work (Greenberger, O’Neil, & 
Nagel, 1994; Rahav & Baum, 2002; Silverberg & Steinberg, 1990) can affect parents. In 
addition, the satisfaction adults have with these relationships, can affect parents’ well­
being (Ryff & Heincke, 1983; Ryff & Migdal, 1984). Occupying many roles, such as 
parent, child, and spouse (Antonucci et al., 2001) and being satisfied within those roles 
and relationships (Vandewater, Ostrove, & Stewart, 1997) is beneficial to well-being 
during midlife.
The parent-child relationship is one of the contexts in which adults function on a 
daily basis (Steinberg, 1981). Although, as discussed previously, much of the research on 
parents’ relationship with their adolescent children focuses on the consequences these 
relationships have for the children, a few studies have begun to explore the consequences 
these relationships have for adult well-being. The investigation of family structure and
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adult well-being, for example, has demonstrated that the well-being of single mothers 
was lower than that of mothers in two-parent family situations. However, this 
relationship is weakened when family relationships are considered. Specifically, when 
conflict between parents and their preadolescent or adolescent child is greatest, mothers’ 
well-being is lowest, regardless of the family structure (Lansford et al., 2001).
Another role in the family occupied by parents of adolescents, which extends 
beyond the context of the parental role, is that of caregiver to aging parents. During 
middle adulthood, individuals have the potential to be needed to provide care to their 
parents, at the same time they are balancing working for a living and raising adolescent 
children (Brody, 1990). With most grandparents not needing much care until after 
adolescents are able to live independently, this potential is not as great as was previously 
believed. However, there is still a portion of middle adults who do provide care to both 
the younger and older generations at the same time (Himes, 1994). Adults’ well-being 
can be negatively affected by the stressful nature of providing personal and financial 
assistance to their parents (Zarit, Todd, & Zarit, 1986). Though similar studies are needed 
on middle adults caring for their older parents, it is likely that some benefit to their well­
being is related to providing care to their elder parents (Aldwin & Levenson, 2001).
The relationship among siblings in middle adulthood is often a neglected area of 
research, even though these are the individuals with whom contact throughout the 
lifespan is normatively the longest (Antonucci et al., 2001). Research shows that the 
quality of sibling relationships in middle adulthood is related to well-being. For men, 
higher levels of self-confidence and lower levels of loneliness are related to fewer 
negative feelings toward their siblings. Women’s well-being was also found to be related
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to their relationships with siblings. Specifically, positive relationships with siblings were 
associated with lower levels of depression and loneliness as well as more positive images 
of themselves (Paul, 1997).
Beyond the family environment, adults can be affected by conditions in the 
context of their networks of friends (Carstensen et al., 1996) and their work networks 
(Silverberg & Steinberg, 1990). Though there is not as much research available that 
assesses social relationships outside of the family environment during middle adulthood, 
research suggests that friendships are an important factor contributing to well-being at 
this time of life. The presence of social resources has been associated with higher well­
being (Paul, 1997). Further, research shows women who had friends with whom they 
could discuss their feelings report higher levels of self-confidence and lower levels of 
depression, as compared with women who lacked such supports. Men’s well-being was 
also found to be associated with their social networks (Paul, 1997).
Work associates and the work environment can also be a source of support to 
individuals in middle adulthood. Greenberger and her colleagues (1994) found 
associations between the workplace and parental warmth, as well as between workplace 
and parents’ well-being. The level of work complexity was found to influence parents’ 
psychological distress. Specifically, less complex work was associated with higher levels 
of stress and depression in parents. This association was stronger than that between work 
challenge and parental warmth, though a relationship between the later two was 
supported. In a study of divorced mothers, Rahav and Baum (2002) found that women 
who worked reported greater levels of growth in self-esteem, identity, and competence. 
Women who worked also felt more independence and control than women who did not
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work. These findings may result from the correspondence between work and higher 
incomes, which allows working mothers to live in more desirable neighborhoods, but the 
authors note that personal growth and a greater general well-being may result from the 
fact that women who worked had opportunities to be tested and demonstrate their skills.
Silverberg and Steinberg (1990) began to pull together some of these lines of 
research. They investigated the theory that parents who are raising adolescents are often 
at a time of reexamining their own lives and the hypothesis that adolescents’ new-found 
independence and physical development impacts parental satisfaction with life, identity 
concerns, self-esteem, and depression. They found that parental well-being is only 
moderately related to adolescent development. However, when a parent’s work 
orientation is considered, more informative results are found. Generally, parents with 
weaker investments in the work role report lower levels of well-being when their 
adolescents are more developmentally advanced (i.e., active in mixed-sex social activities 
and dating). The opposite was found for parents who were more invested in their roles as 
paid worker. These parents have more positive well-being, which could be attributed to 
their sense of self satisfaction outside of the family and assisted them in facing the 
prospect of their children growing older. Except for mothers of daughters, the well-being 
of parents who had “a strong basis outside of the family for their sense of self and 
satisfaction” (p. 664) was not negatively affected by their adolescent children’s 
development, as compared with those who lacked such commitments outside of the 
family environment. For mothers of daughters, who may have stronger bonds with their 
children than mothers and fathers of sons and fathers of daughters, the work-role did not 
protect their well-being.
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As reviewed here, past research describes ways adults may be affected by their 
various social contexts. On a methodological level, the research literature is composed of, 
for the most part, studies including only parents of children from intact families (e.g., Hill 
et al., 1985; Silverberg & Steinberg, 1990). Currently, such samples are not 
representative of the population at large; many families are headed by a single parent or 
by a parent and stepparent (e.g., Seltzer & Ryff, 1994). Therefore, research is needed that 
will include participants representative of diverse family situations. Other researchers 
have made important contributions to our understanding of adulthood, but have not 
always focused on middle adulthood as a period of life that may be investigated and may 
have different consequences than other stages of adulthood when children are young or 
have left the home (e.g., Greenberger et al., 1994; Rahav & Baum, 2002).
Numerous researchers have demonstrated that social support and the quality of 
one’s social networks can have a great impact on general outcome measure of well-being 
during middle adulthood. Although this research is informative regarding the general 
experience of parents, it clearly lacks a focus on developmental achievements in 
adulthood and links to parenting. By focusing only on the well-being of these parents, 
this research must be built upon in order to investigate the development of generativity 
and identity during the middle parenthood years. For example, Hill and his colleagues 
(1985), Lansford and colleagues (2001), Silverberg and Steinberg (1990), Paul (1997), 
and various other researchers have contributed importantly to the literature on 
relationships in adulthood. However, their measures focused on adolescent development 
or on general psychological well-being and distress, overlooking the importance of more 
specific aspects of adulthood development. As a result, there is little research in this area
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that is based in developmental theory. The current research builds on literature reviewed 
here by including developmental achievements in adulthood as outcome variables and 
examining them in the context of parenting adolescents.
In a step toward investigation of developmental outcomes during middle 
adulthood, Antonucci and colleagues (2001) have reviewed literature on the most 
important relationships that are generally a part of “midlife” The parent-child 
relationship is addressed as one of the most important social contexts in which midlife 
adults live. However, the research reviewed pertains mostly to the relationships parents 
have with their young adult children who have left home. Briefly, they address the 
context of a relationship with a younger child. However, research on the adolescent- 
parent relationship is not reviewed. As a large contribution in one of the first collections 
of work on adult development in midlife, this is a telling piece, which leaves the area of 
adult development through parenting adolescents a field that has much to be explored.
To summarize, parenting has been studied through a very narrow lens, and 
research on adult development is still young. The timeframes of parenting that are 
explored in depth in the existing literature are limited to the transition to parenting when 
a child is introduced into parents’ lives for the first time and the time of empty nest when 
the youngest child leaves home and parents find themselves with no children to care for 
in person on a daily basis. Further, parenting has been investigated mainly in terms of a 
contextual variable that influences children, how parents can affect their children’s 
development, the converse is true only in investigations of well-being in parents. The 
reverse, the notion that children may affect their parents’ developmental trajectories, has 
not been explored. The current research incorporates research findings regarding adult
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development and ecological variables. As a result, we can better understand the 
interrelationships between parents and children and their intertwining developmental 
trajectories.
The Current Project 
The project presented here investigates the relationship between adolescent 
development and parents’ own development. In addition, the extent to which ecological 
variables, including experiences with stressors and social supports as well as background, 
well-being, and personality, are related to parents’ development or mediate the 
hypothesized association between adolescent development and adult development are 
examined. As the research reviewed here shows, the quality of life and relationships 
within the family, as well as contexts outside of the family, have meaningful implications 
for the development and well-being of children and adolescents. Much research has 
investigated the world of the young person and the experiences that most greatly benefit 
his or her development. However, unlike the many studies that have investigated the 
ways various contexts are related to child development, research in this area has focused 
mainly on the ways parents’ psychological well-being and health can be affected.
Whereas this work has greatly contributed to researchers’ knowledge of adulthood, there 
remain many questions to be answered.
The main focus of the current investigation is on the developmental processes of 
middle adults who are parenting adolescent children. Past research has told us about some 
of the affects children can have on their parents’ well-being, stress, and satisfaction with 
life. Further, we have knowledge of the different contexts in which adults function best, 
indicated by high life satisfaction and benefits to well-being. Some research has also been
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
32
conducted on the development of parents who are experiencing the transition to parenting 
or the transition to empty nest years. However, just as parents are variables that affect 
their children’s development, adolescents can play a role in the development of their 
parents.
Adult development is, therefore, the outcome variable of interest in the current 
research. Measured in terms of Erikson’s (1963) theory of generativity, identity 
examination, and midlife review, this research examines the extent to which adolescent 
development is related to parental development. The different phases adolescents are at 
in their own development may be associated with differential developmental achievement 
of their parents. Therefore, the first main hypothesis is that parental development will be 
associated with their adolescents’ stages of development, measured in terms of physical 
and psychosocial development as well as chronological age in years. It is expected that 
parents of older chronological age will show more advanced development than their 
younger peers (e.g., Stewart et al., 2001), but that this difference will vary as a function 
of their children’s adolescent development.
Secondly, adult development is expected to differ with respect to the contexts in 
which parents find themselves. Therefore, it is hypothesized that perceived social support 
in the family and extended family, from a spouse or partner, in the workplace, and in the 
social network of friends and neighbors will benefit adult development, leading to more 
advanced or successful development when social support is greater. Stress in parents’ 
lives, including perceived stress and daily hassles, is a variable that also is hypothesized 
to be related to parental development.
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The third hypothesis of the current research is that social support and parents’ 
stressors will not only be predictors of parental development, but that they will mediate 
the relationship between adolescent development and parental development. In other 
words, even though parental development may vary with the development of their 
adolescent children, this effect can be lessened with the presence or perception of a 
strong social support network. Parents who have support from spouses, friends, and co­
workers, for example, may fare better through the years they are raising adolescent 
children.
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CHAPTER I
METHODS
Procedures and Participants 
The sample for the present study was composed of 194 parents of pre-adolescent 
and adolescent children attending grades 6 through 12 in a school district in eastern 
Massachusetts. The school district was chosen as the location for the current study 
because of its range of diversity with respect to socioeconomic status (SES) and racial 
diversity. A total of 271 children from two middle schools and one high school 
participated; those whose parents also completed research materials were included in 
analyses reported here.
Procedure
Participants were recruited by means of a letter (see Appendix A) inviting parents 
to participate and to grant passive consent for their children to participate in a research 
project investigating families at pre-adolescence and adolescence. The letter provided a 
brief description of the project, the anonymity of any information they were to provide, 
and the compensation they would earn after participating. Benefits to the participants 
included a chance to win a $100 savings bond (children) or a chance to win a $100 gift 
certificate (parents). Parents were also offered the opportunity to receive a summary of 
main findings and attend a presentation of main findings following data analysis. Finally, 
contact information was requested (i.e., name, mailing address, phone number, and e- 
mail address) of those interested in participating.
34
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A total of 1,200 letters were sent home with middle school students and 1,900 
were mailed home through the school office for high school parents (N= 3,100). 
Completed letters, which included signed IRB-approved informed consent for parent 
participation and passive consent for children, were returned by middle school students to 
their school offices for researcher collection. Parents of high school students returned 
their completed letters via postage-paid envelopes provided with the letters. Three- 
hundred and ninety-six parents from 305 families returned completed consent forms 
indicating willingness to participate and that they consented for their 406 children to 
participate (i.e., parents in the same household returned one consent form signed by both; 
all middle school- and high school-aged children in a family were given passive consent 
to participate on the same form). Of this number, 187 were parents who returned forms 
sent home with middle school children (142 households); 209 were parents of high 
school students who returned mailed forms (163 households). However, parents who 
returned a form sent home with a middle school student could give passive consent for a 
high school student if they had both high school- and middle school-aged children; the 
opposite was possible as well, as a parent who completed a letter mailed to them through 
the high school office could give passive consent for any middle school-aged children as 
well.
Based on information provided by the high school (G. Avery, personal 
communication, December 1,2004), approximately one-quarter of the letters were sent to 
parents of siblings within the high school. Applying this proportion across the grade 
levels included, approximately 775 parents (approximately 300 middle school and 425 
high school) may have received duplicate letters. Therefore, approximately 2,325 (900
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middle school; 1425 high school) households were reached, and the rate of response for 
consent forms can be estimated at 13.2% (15.8% middle school; 11.4% high school).
In order to ensure anonymity and confidentiality, each participant was assigned a 
random identification number, including a family identification number. Therefore, 
participants could be matched to their children’s responses but could not be identified by 
name. There was no identifying information on the lottery ticket, and surveys included 
only identification numbers, not names.
Following receipt of consent forms, researchers mailed to consenting parents an 
envelope containing: the parent questionnaire, a lottery ticket for the gift certificate, and a 
postage-paid envelope in which to return the survey and lottery ticket. Those who 
provided e-mail addresses were contacted via email with a link to a secure on-line format 
of the questionnaire and lottery ticket. It is estimated that the parent survey took 
approximately 20-60 minutes to complete. A total of 194 (71 middle school; 123 high 
school) parents from 170 different families completed surveys. Therefore, the rate of 
response for survey materials was 47.4% (38.0% middle school; 59.3% high school) of 
parents who agreed to receive research materials (i.e., an estimated 8.3% of households 
initially contacted).
Pre-adolescents and adolescents (IV= 271) completed questionnaires during 
school time in groups of 10-40 at the middle school level and 30-85 in the high school. 
The time required for their participation was approximately 20-40 minutes. Across all 
sessions, 154 of 157 (98.1%) eligible middle school and 117 of 231 (50.6%) eligible high 
school participants completed children’s surveys. At the middle school level, 3 students 
were absent from school during all survey administration sessions, including make-up
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sessions; at the high school level, students who did not participate were either absent 
from school or chose to adhere to their regular schedule during survey administration 
sessions and make-up sessions.
Children included in the analyses reported in the present paper were those who 
had at least one parent who participated as well (i.e., not all children had a participating 
parent). When more than one child from a family participated, the child whose data was 
matched with his or her parent was chosen randomly by the toss of a six-sided die. In 
cases when one child was to be selected out of two, a die toss resulting in an even number 
(i.e., 2,4, or 6) indicated choosing the older sibling, and an odd number indicated choice 
of the younger sibling. When one child was to be selected from three siblings, a die toss 
resulting in a 1 or 2 indicated choosing the youngest sibling, 3 or 4 indicated the middle 
sibling, and 5 or 6 indicated choosing the oldest sibling. In cases of two parents from a 
family participating, this procedure for randomly selecting a child was completed for 
each parent separately.
Descriptive Information
The adult sample is characterized by the descriptive data presented in Table 1.
The 194 adults included in the analyses reported in subsequent sections of this paper were 
31 to 61 years old (M  = 45.50; SD = 5.48). Most were female (82.5%), and most were 
Caucasian (89.2%). They came from varied socioeconomic and educational backgrounds. 
The average yearly household income was approximately $100,000, with most 
participants reporting household incomes between $60,000 and $124,999. All except 
three participants had graduated high school, and the average participant had graduated 
college.


















Male 34 17 .5
Age (in years)a
30-34 7 3 .6
35-39 22 11 .3
40-44 45 23 .2
45-49 76 39.2
50-54 27 13 .9
55-59 11 5 .7
60-64 2 1 .0
Age (in years) at entry to 
parenthood b
Under 20 11 5 .7
20-24 27 13 .9
25-29 69 35 .6
30-34 74 38 .1
35-39 7 3 .6
40-45 3 1 .5
Number of childrene
1 17 8 .8
2 107 55.2
3 43 22 .2
4 19 9.8
5 5 2 .6
Matched with Included 
Matched Parents Only Child Only
 (N= 143)_________ (Complete Data; N=  126)
N  % N  %
121 84 .6  106 84.1
22 15 .4  20 15 .9
3 2 .1  3 2 .4
18 12 .6  12 9 .5
39 27 .3  33 26 .2
57 39 .9  53 42 .1
17 11 .9  17 13 .5
7 4 .9  7 5 . 6  oo
0 -  0 -
7 4 . 9  6 . 4 . 8
18 12 .6  15 11 .9
52 36.4  46 36 .5
59 41 .3  53 42 .1
4 2 .8  4 3 .2
1 .7 1 .8
14 9 .8  13 10.3
75 2 .4  71 56 .3
35 24 .5  26 20 .6
14 9.8 12 9 .5














less than high school 3 1.
graduated high school 12 6.
graduated technical school 3 1.
some college 44 22.
graduated college 63 32.
some graduate school 23 11.
completed graduate school 43 22.
Household income
under $25,000 9 4 .
$25,000439,999 10 5.





$150,0004174,999 14 7 .
$175,0004199,999 10 5.
$200,000 or more 13 6.
Group identified (race)
African American 3 1.
White/Caucasian 173 89.
Hispanic/Latino 3 1.
Asian American 1 .
Puerto Rican 7 3.

























0 — 0 —
2 1 .4 1 .8
8 5 .6 7 5 .6
3 2 .1 3 2 .4
33 23 .1 28 22 .2
48 33.  6 43 34 .1
17 11.  9 14 11 .1
29 20 .3 28 22.2
7 4 .9 7 5 .6
9 6 .3 4 3 .2
7 4 .9 6 4 .8
27 18 .9 25 19.8
17 11. 9 14 11 .1
28 19. 6 24 19 .0
11 7 .7 10 7 . 9
13 9 .1 13 10.3
8 5 . 6 8 6 .3
8 5 .6 8 6 .3
3 2 .1 2 1 .6
126 88.1 113 89.7
3 2 . 1 3 2 .4
1 . 7 1 .8
5 3 . 5 4 3 .2














3 1 .5 2 1 .4 2 1 .6
Married 154 79.4 110 76 .9 96 76 .2
Never married 5 2 .6 4 2 .8 3 2 .4
Separated 3 1 .5 2 1 .4 2 1 .6
Divorced 26 13.4 21 14.7 20 15 .9
Partner/spouse deceased 3 1 .5 3 2 .1 3 2 .4
Other 2 1 .0 2 1 .4 2 1 .6
Note. Percentages that do not add to 100% are due to missing data on some characteristics. There were no significant differences 
found in any descriptive statistics.
a All parents: M= 45.5; SD = 5.48; Matched only: M= 45.1; SD = 4.9; Included only: M=  45.6; SD = 4.85. 
b All parents: M = 28.2; SD = 4.83; Matched only: M= 28.2; SD = 4.60; Included only: M = 28.5; SD = 4.58.
0 All parents: M= 2.45; SD = 1.00; Matched only: M= 2.41; SD = .88; Included only: M = 2.37; SD = .89.
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There were no significant differences in these descriptive variables between 
parents who were included in all analyses and those who were excluded due to a non­
participating child. Men reported a significantly higher average household income (M= 
$100,000-124,999; SD = $40,000-59,999) than women (M=  $80,000-99,999; SD = 
$25,000-39,999; /(189) = 2.02; p  < .05), but did not have a higher average level of 
educational than women. Individuals who participated via the internet reported a higher 
average income (.M -  $100,000-124,999; SD = $25,000-39,999) and education level (i.e., 
college graduate) than those who returned paper surveys, whose mean income was 
$80,000-99,999 (SD = $25,000-39,999; /(181) = -2.81; p  < .01) and who averaged some 
college-level education but not graduation.
Because the current research focuses on adults as parents, information about their 
family environments was also relevant. A large majority of the sample was married 
(79.4%), whereas 14.9% were divorced or separated and 2.6% never married (see Table 
1). Participants became parents between the ages of 13 and 43 (M= 28.23; SD = 4.83). 
Men became parents at a significantly older age (M= 29.76; SD = 4.40) than women (M  
= 27.89; SD = 4.87; 1(189) = 2.07; p  < .05). Participants have 2 to 3 children on average 
(M = 2.45; SD = 1.00). Parents’ oldest children were an average of 17.1 years old (SD = 
4.52) at the time of participation, with a range of 11 to 36 years old. Youngest children 
were approximately five years younger (M= 12.19; SD = 3.83), with a range of 1-18 
years old. The average age range of children in a family was 4.8 years (SD = 3.82), with a 
range of 0 (i.e., one child in the family) to 22 years between the oldest and youngest 
children’s ages.
The child sample is characterized by the descriptive data presented in Table 2.












Characteristics o f the Sample: Children
All Children 
(N= 271)
Matched Children Only 
(N= 143)
Included Children Only 
(Complete Data; N=  126)
Characteristic N % N % N %
Sex
Female 146 54.3 80 55.  9 67 53 .2
Male 123 45.7 63 44 .1 59 46 .8
Age (in years)a
11 48 17.9 26 13.4 22 17 .5
12 57 21.2 23 11.9 15 11 .9
13 37 13.8 16 8.2 12 9 .5
14 17 6.3 6 3 .1 5 4 .0
15 39 14.5 22 11.3 22 17.5
16 47 17.5 35 18 .0 35 27 .8
17 18 6.7 15 7.7 15 11.  9
18-21 4 1 .5 0 - 0 -
Pubertal status
Prepubertal 6 2 .2 5 2 .6 5 4 .0
Beginning pubertal 23 8 .6 15 7 .7 12 9 .5
Midpubertal 80 29.7 33 17 .0 25 19 .8
Advanced pubertal 113 42.0 64 33.0 59 46.8
Postpubertal 39 14.5 24 12.4 23 18 .3
Note. Percentages that do not add to 100% are due to missing data on some characteristics. 
a All children: M = 13.7; SD = 2.09; Matched only: M= 14.0; SD = 2.12; Included only: M = 14.2; SD = 2.12.
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Just over one-half of all children who completed surveys (N= 271) were female (54.3%), 
and the proportions of boys and girls who were matched with their parents (N — 143) and 
ultimately included in analyses (i.e., matched with a parent and sufficient data; N=  126) 
remained similar. For all children who participated, the average age was 13.7 years (SD = 
2.09). For children who were matched with a parent, the average age was 14.0 (SD = 
2.13), and those included in analyses were an average of 14.2 years old (SD = 2.12). 
Matched children were significantly older (M=14.0; SD -  2.13) than non-matched (M= 
13.4; SD = 2.00; t(265) = -2.69,p  < .01). Included children (i.e., matched and sufficient 
data; M -  14.2; SD = 2.12) were significantly older than matched, non-included children 
(i.e., matched with insufficient data: M=  12.1; SD = .86; t(141) = -4.06, p  < .001).
Measures
Measures administered to adults (i.e., parents) and those completed by child 
participants (i.e., pre-adolescents and adolescents) will be described in this section. Of 
interest in the present study are measures of development in middle adulthood, social 
support, stress, well-being, personality, child behaviors, children’s psychosocial 
development, and children’s pubertal development. Multiple measures of each ecological 
variable were utilized in order to gain a deeper understanding of each than a single 
measure might allow; further, model fitting (i.e., structural equation modeling) was 
possible as a result of including this variety of measures.
Parent Measures
Adults first completed a short questionnaire gathering background information 
(see Appendix B).
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Measures o f development in adulthood' Generativity (i.e., generative concern) 
was assessed using the Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS; McAdams & de St. Aubin,
1992). The LGS is a self-report scale made up of 20 items (see Appendix C) that 
assesses an individual’s goal of providing for the next generation. Four subscales have 
been found to measure different aspects of generativity: altruism, having an impact on 
others, doing things that will be remembered by others, and being creative (Dillon, Wink, 
& Fay, 2003). An example item is: “I have important skills that I try to teach others” 
(McAdams & St. Aubin, 1992, p. 1015). Each item is rated by the participant on a four- 
point Likert scale as follows: (0) the statement never applies to you, (1) the statement 
only occasionally applies to you, (2) the statement applies to you fairly often, and (3) the 
statement applies to you very often. After reversing some items, scores on this measure 
can range from 0 to 60, with higher scores indicating more advanced levels of 
generativity. Within the present sample, scores ranged from 18 to 55 (M= 38.14; SD = 
7.25). Internal consistency was strong (Cronbach’s a  = .90). Means replacement was 
used for 19 participants (9.8%) who had missing data for less than 20% of the items; one 
participant was not included in LGS analyses because of missing data in excess of 20% 
of items.
To measure identity certainty at midlife, or the extent to which adults perceive 
their identities are “secure and affirmed in the social world” (Stewart et al., 2001, p. 27), 
the Identity Certainty subscale of the Feelings about Life Scale (Stewart et al., 2001; see 
Appendix D) was administered. This measure is composed of 8 items, such as “Feeling 
secure and committed”, to which participants are asked to respond on a 3-point scale 
indicating the extent to when the statements are descriptive of their present lives. After
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reversing some items, scores on this measure total in the range of 8  to 24, and higher 
scores indicate more identity certainty. Scores of the present sample spanned this entire 
range, with a mean of 19.00 (SD = 3.26); Cronbach’s a  indicated strong internal 
consistency (a  = .81). Means replacement was used for six participants (3.1% of sample) 
who had less than 2 0 % missing data; it was not necessary to exclude any individuals due 
to more incomplete data.
The extent of parents’ midlife identity concerns was measured using a Midlife 
Identity Concerns scale developed by Silverberg and Steinberg (1990; see Appendix E). 
The 10 items assess identity issues faced in adulthood and together evaluate the extent to 
which a respondent is currently re-examining the condition his or her life, the choices he 
or she has made in life, and his or her self-understanding. An example item is “I think 
about how my life could have been different if I had made other choices when I was 
younger”. Participants respond on a 4-point Likert-scale as follows: (4) very often, (3) 
sometimes, (2 ) not very much, and (1) never, yielding scores that can range from 1 0  
(fewer identity concerns) to 40 (more identity concerns). Individuals in the sample 
described here had scores from 11 to 38, with an average of 23.31 (SD = 5.12). Internal 
consistency was strong (Cronbach’s a  = .81). One participant’s data was less than 20% 
incomplete, and means replacement was used so that the individual could be included; it 
was not necessary to exclude any individuals due to more incomplete data.
Measures o f social support in adulthood. Perceived social support satisfaction 
was assessed using the short form of the Social Support Questionnaire (SSQSR; Sarason, 
Sarason, Shearin, & Pierce, 1987; see Appendix F), a brief measure of perceived social 
support from others. The scale includes items to assess both the number of supports and
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perceived satisfaction with supports. However, the size of support network was assessed 
using the Interview Schedule for Social Interaction (ISSI), discussed subsequently, in 
order to distinguish between network size within the family, with friends, and in the 
workplace. Therefore, use of the SSQSR focused on only the six items assessing 
satisfaction with support. Participants indicated on a six-point scale ranging from (1) very 
dissatisfied to (6 ) very satisfied how they perceive current available social supports in 
response to items such as “Think about those people whom you can count on to be 
dependable when you need them. How satisfied are you in this area?” Scores were 
created by summing across all of the items and Cronbach’s a  for this scale was .94 (M= 
30.96, SD = 5.45; range = 7 to 36). There was no missing data for this measure.
To assess perceived social support from a partner or spouse, a revised version of 
the SSQSR was created for the purposes of the current research. Items were converted to 
focus on this relationship (see Appendix G). For example, “My spouse/partner is 
someone whom I can count on to be dependable when I need help.” In order to gain an 
accurate view of current perceived support, participants were encouraged to refer to an 
ex-partner or spouse if they deemed it appropriate. Like the SSQSR, responses were 
indicated on a six-point scale ranging from (1) very dissatisfied to (6 ) very satisfied 
indicating how they perceive current available social support from their partner or 
spouse. Cronbach’s a  for this scale was 1.00 (A/= 19.14, SD = 4.85; range = 6  to 24). 
Total scores were created by summing across items. It was not necessary to use means 
replacement for any participant; three participants were excluded because of excessive 
missing data.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Size of social support network within the family, with friends, and with co­
workers were assessed using a modified form of the ISSI (Henderson, Duncan-Jones, 
Byrne, & Scott, 1989; see Appendix H). Participants responded separately for family 
(ISSI-Fa), friends (ISSI-Fr), and co-workers (ISSI-Wo) to 8  items such as “How many 
people do you meet or talk to on the phone in a typical week?” Response choices 
including (0) nobody, (1) 1-2 people, (2) 3-5 people, (3), 6-10 people, or (4) 11 or more 
people will yield scores for the quantity of support one perceives. Two items are worded 
differently and have fewer response choices. Score can total from 0 to a possible 28 for 
each of the three networks (0 to 84 for the entire measure) by summing across items. For 
the entire ISSI, scores of the current sample ranged from 3 to 73 (M= 34.84; SD =
12.46), and there was strong internal consistency (Cronbach’s a  = .91). It was not 
necessary to exclude any individuals due to more incomplete data. For the ISSI-Fa, the 
average score was 12.75 (SD = 4.62; range: 1-26), and internal consistency was 
moderately good (Cronbach’s a  = .78); means replacement was utilized for 11 
individuals missing data on less than 20% of the items. For the ISSI-Fr, the average score 
was 13.42 (SD = 5.31; range: 0-27), and internal consistency was good (Cronbach’s a  = 
.85); means replacement was utilized for 9 individuals missing data on less than 20% of 
the items. Finally, for the ISSI-Wo, the average score was 9.83 (SD = 5.25; range: 0-21), 
and internal consistency was good (Cronbach’s a  = .85); means replacement was utilized 
for 12 individuals missing data on less than 20% of the items, and 5 individuals were 
removed from the analyses because of missing data in excess of 2 0 %.
Measures o f stress in adulthood. To assess the presence of stressful events and 
degree o f stress experienced by participants, the Stressful Life Events questionnaire was
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administered (Kiyak, Liang, Kahana, 1976; see Appendix I). Responses to this measure 
indicate both the frequency and the intensity of each stressor. Participants indicate 
whether or not they have experienced 51 stressors (e.g., “death of close friend”, “child 
married”, “more arguments with spouse/partner”) in the past year. For those events they 
have experienced, participants indicate the degree to which the event was stressful for 
them on a 3-point Likert-type scale: (0) not stressful, (1) moderately stressful, or (2) very 
stressful. In the current sample, participants reported experiencing an average of 6.61 (SD 
= 3.60; range: 0-21; Cronbach’s a  = .64) stressors from the list. Total stress endured as a 
result of stressors experienced averaged 6.47 (SD = 5.05; range: 0-32; Cronbach’s a  = 
.69), with an average rating of .91 (SD = .46; range: 0-2) per stressor, indicating that most 
events endorsed were moderately stressful. It was not possible to determine the amount of 
missing data for this measure, as items not endorsed are interpreted as events the 
participant did not experience.
The 18-item Parenting Stress Scale created by Berry and Jones (1995) was used to 
assess individual differences in the level of stress associated with raising children (see 
Appendix J). Responses on this instrument are made according to the adult’s general 
parenting experience, and are not made in relation to any specific child. Both positive 
aspects (e.g., “I am happy in my role as a parent”) and negative aspects (e.g., “Having 
children leaves little time and flexibility in my life”) of parenting are measured, in order 
to address the gratification and stress associated with parenthood. Respondents indicate 
their agreement with each item on a 5-point Likert-type scale anchored at (1) strongly 
disagree and (5) strongly agree. After positive items are reversed in scoring, higher total 
scores indicate more parental stress, and scores can sum to a possible 18 to 90. Parents in
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the current sample scored between 20 and 59 (M= 35.64, SD = 9.07; Cronbach’s a  =
1.00). Means replacement was used for six individuals who were missing data not in 
excess of 2 0 % of items; five individuals were eliminated from analyses on this measure 
because of excessive missing data.
The Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen, Kamarck, Mermelstein, 1983; see Appendix 
K) was used to assess perceived stress. This scale is composed of 14 items, such as “In 
the past month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that you could 
not overcome them?” Responses are made on a 5-point Likert-type scale as follows: (0) 
never, (1) almost never, (2) sometimes, (3) fairly often, and (4) very often. Following 
reverse scoring of indicated items, higher scores indicate higher levels of perceived stress 
, and can sum to a possible score of 0 to 56. Scores of participants in the current study 
ranged from 4 to 33 (M= 17.51, SD = 5.14; Cronbach’s a  = 1.00). Ten participants 
required means replacement on this measure as a result of no response to less than 2 0 % 
of items; three participants were excluded from analyses of this measure because they 
were missing greater than 2 0 % of data.
In order to measure the extent to which participants’ children engaged in various 
child behaviors and required parental monitoring, two issues that may be stressful to 
parents, a measure was created for the current study (see Appendix L). Respondents 
indicated how often each of their children exhibited certain behaviors that may affect 
parenting. For example, parents respond (0) not true, (1) sometimes true, or (2) often true 
that their child is “prone to physical fights”, “goes on dates”, and “smokes cigarettes”. A 
maximum of 13 behaviors can be reported for each child, and in the present study, 
parents reported an average frequency of 2.91 (SD = 2.57) behaviors per child, an
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average frequency of 6.98 total behaviors (SD = 5.95; Cronbach’s a  = .95). To gain an 
overall understanding of a parent’s perception of the need to monitor each child, the 
measure ends with the item “Do you believe you have to monitor this child more than 
other children his/her age need to be monitored?” Parents received a score of “1” for each 
child they indicated needed more monitoring (M= .42; SD = .79; range = 0-5). There was 
no missing data on this measure.
Measure o f personality in adulthood. Personality was assessed from the 
theoretical perspective of the five trait theory. The Big Five Inventory (BFI; John, & 
Srivastava, 1999; see Appendix M) was administered in order to assess five major 
dimensions of personality: openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and 
neuroticism. This is a 44-item measure that includes five 8 - to 10-item subscales, one for 
each of the five dimension measured. Respondents indicate a degree of agreement with 
each item on a 5-point Likert-type scale anchored at (0) disagree strongly and (4) agree 
strongly to items such as “I see myself as someone who is talkative” (from the 
extraversion subscale), “I see myself as someone who is helpful and unselfish with 
others” (agreeableness), “I see myself as someone who does a thorough job” 
(conscientiousness), “I see myself as someone who is depressed, blue” (neuroticism), and 
“I see myself as someone who is original, comes up with new ideas” (openness). So that 
means may be compared across subscales, scores are reported here as the average 
response to each item on a subscale. The mean scores and internal consistencies of the 
current sample are as follows: openness (M= 2.51, SD -  .56; Cronbach’s a  = .79), 
conscientiousness (M= 3.00, SD = .57; Cronbach’s a  = .82), extraversion (M= 2.37, SD 
= .73; Cronbach’s a  = .8 6 ), agreeableness (M= 3.02, SD = .48; Cronbach’s a  = .74),
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and neuroticism (M — 1.78, SD = .69; Cronbach’s a  = .80). Three individuals were 
excluded from analyses because of excessive missing data. The numbers of individuals 
for whom means replacement was used to recover data not in excess of 2 0 % on each 
subscale are as follows: openness (3), conscientiousness (11), extraversion (4), 
agreeableness (6 ), and neuroticism (0 ).
Measures o f well being in adulthood. A measure of general life satisfaction was 
used to assess parents’ quality of life at the time of the study (GLS; Campbell, Converse, 
& Rogers, 1976; see Appendix N). Participants respond to this measure indicating, along 
a 7-point scale, which adjective in each of 8  adjective pairs best describes their present 
life (e.g., “miserab!e”- “enjoyabIe”, “disappointing”- “rewarding”). Greater life 
satisfaction is indicated by higher scores and computed by summing. Parents in the 
research presented here scored the frill possible range, 8  to 56, and the average score was 
in the more satisfied end (M= 43.46, SD = 9.05). Internal consistency for this measure 
was strong (Cronbach’s a  = .99). Means replacement was used for the data of two 
participants; three were eliminated because their data was missing for more than 2 0 % of 
items.
Participants’ levels of psychological symptomatology was assessed by a short 
measure utilized by Silverberg and Steinberg (1990; see Appendix O) This Psychological 
Symptoms Checklist (PSC) is a 5-item measure of psychological symptoms adapted from 
the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-D; Devins & Orme, 1984; 
Radloff, 1977). Participants are asked to rate how often they have, for example, “felt 
tense or irritable” during the past year on a 5-point scale anchored at (0) never and (4) 
very often. Therefore, higher scores indicate greater distress, and scores can range from 0
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(i.e., no psychological symptoms in the past year) to 2 0  (i.e., all five symptoms 
experienced very often in the past year). The average PSC score for the current sample 
was 10.90 (SD = 3.29; Cronbach’s a  = 1.00). It was not necessary to use means 
replacement on this measure; however, three individuals were excluded from relevant 
analyses because of excessive missing data (>2 0 %).
Qualitative experiences o f parenthood. Three open-ended questions designed for 
the present research were posed to parents following completion of the questionnaires:
“In what ways have you changed or grown personally since you became a parent? Since 
your child began adolescence/puberty? What has contributed to this?”, “Has being the 
parent of a pre-adolescent or adolescent changed your views of pre-teens or teenagers? 
How?”, and “Looking back over your years of parenting, what advice would you give to 
a parent whose children are approaching the age of your children?” Responses to these 
questions were included for future research and will not be analyzed as part of the current 
study.
Child Measures
Children first completed a short questionnaire gathering background information 
(see Appendix P).
Measures o f development in pre-adolescence/adolescence. Adolescent 
psychosocial development was assessed using the Eriksonian Psychosocial Stage 
Inventory (EPSI; Rosenthal Gurney, & Moore, 1981; see Appendix Q). The EPSI is an 
inventory designed to assess the first six of Erikson’s eight psychosocial stages: trust vs. 
mistrust, autonomy vs. shame and doubt, initiative vs. guilt, industry vs. inferiority, 
identity vs. identity confusion, and intimacy vs. isolation. For each of these subscales, it
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includes 12 items scored on a 5-point Likert-type rating scale anchored at (1) hardly ever 
true o f me and (5) almost always true ofme. Two items that compromise reliability due 
to ambiguity were removed from the full scale based on the recommendation of 
Rosenthal et al. (1981), one from the trust subscale and the other from the initiative 
subscale. Higher scores indicate more advanced developmental status. Possible scores 
range from 70 to 350 for the entire measure and 10 to 60 for each subscale (10 to 55 for 
the trust and initiative subscales due to item deletion). For the present study, children’s 
scores on the entire measure, as well as their scores on individual subscales, were of 
interest as a variable in parent’s environments.
For all children who participated, the average score on the EPSI was 274.24 (SD = 
30.94; a  = .93), and average subscale scores were as follows: trust: 41.22 (SD = 6.80); 
autonomy: 47.56 (SD = 6.12); initiative: 43.00 (SD = 5.43); industry: 43.29 (SD = 6.67); 
identity: 46.04 (SD -  6.58); intimacy: 44.02 (SD = 6.61). It was necessary to use means 
replacement for 49 participants who were missing data on less than 20% of items; 43 
were eliminated because of data missing in excess of 20% of items. For children who 
were matched with parents and included in analyses presented in the current paper, the 
average score on the EPSI was 271.60 (SD = 29.93; a  = .93), and average subscale scores 
were as follows: trust: 40.65 (6.52); autonomy: 46.92 (5.88); initiative: 42.54 (5.05); 
industry: 46.42 (6.03); identity: 45.58 (6.38); intimacy: 43.38 (6.49).
Physical development in adolescence was evaluated using the non-invasive self- 
report Pubertal Development Scale (PDS; Petersen, Crockett, Richards, & Boxer, 1988; 
see Appendix R). Both girls and boys are asked about the extent to which they have 
developed body hair, had a growth spurt, and had complexion changes. Additionally,
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girls are asked about breast development and menstruation onset, whereas boys are asked 
to answer questions regarding voice changes and facial hair. Except for the onset of 
menstruation, which is assessed dichotomously, participants respond to items on a 4- 
point scale as follows: (1) has not yet begun, (2) has barely started, (3) is definitely 
underway, and (4) growth is complete. Included in the questionnaire is a question 
regarding comparison of ones’ own development to that of others, as well as self-reports 
of height and weight. Based on their reported level of development, participants are 
classified into one of five pubertal status categories as recommended by the scale’s 
authors: prepubertal, beginning pubertal, midpubertal, advanced pubertal, or postpubertal. 
For girls, classification is based on level of breast development, pubic hair growth, and 
menarche; for boys, it is based on pubic hair growth, facial hair growth, and voice change 
(Petersen et al., 1988). Table 2 presents information about the numbers of children who 
fell into each of these groups. It was not necessary to use means replacement for 
participants on this measure; 3 matched and included children were eliminated because of 
data missing in excess of 20% of items. As mentioned earlier in this section, children 
who were excluded due to missing data were significantly younger than those included, 
but did not differ on the measure of pubertal development.
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CHAPTER II
RESULTS
Data analysis proceeded in five phases in order to assess the main hypotheses of 
this study: First, preliminary examinations (i.e., frequencies, f-tests) of the data were 
conducted to describe the data, as reported in the methods section. Next, correlations and 
exploratory regression analyses were examined to gain a broad understanding of the 
ecological variables that play a part in adult development, as well as to examine the 
relationships between any variables and outcome measures that would need to be 
controlled for in further analyses. Children’s development as part of parent’s ecology was 
examined here as well. Third, further correlation and regression analyses were conducted 
to examine hypotheses regarding the relationships between adolescent development, 
social support, and stress with adult development. Following these analyses, it was 
possible to conduct a final series of exploratory regression analyses examining the roles 
of all ecological variables together. Finally, the mediation hypothesis was explored in 2 
different ways. First, regressions were utilized in order to investigate the individual 
mediational roles of social support and stress between child development and adult 
developmental status. Then, model fitting (i.e., structural equation modeling, or SEM) 
was utilized to determine the best-fitting model that may be used to describe the patterns 
in the data with respect to the relations between child development and adult 
development, as well as the roles of these potential mediators.
55
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Exploring the Ecology o f  Adult Development, Part 1 
Demographic Information
The analysis phase following description of the data involved examination of 
correlations and t-tests between demographic information (e.g., age, number of children, 
educational attainment) and outcome variables of developmental status. The only 
developmental status outcome variable with which age was significantly correlated was 
identity certainty (see Table 3); older participants had higher identity certainty scores. 
Correlations between developmental status indicators (i.e., generativity, identity 
certainty, midlife identity concerns) and participants’ level of education, as well as 
developmental status indicators and participants’ household income were consistently 
statistically significant. Participants with higher household incomes and levels of 
education had more advanced generativity statuses, more identity certainty, and less 
identity concern; those with lower household incomes and levels of education had less 
advanced generativity statuses, less identity certainty, and more identity concern.
T-tests were performed in order to examine any statistical differences between 
four groups: male and female participants; participants who completed paper and internet 
versions of the survey; participants of color and not of color; and married/partnered and 
unmarried participants. The only grouping variable that was related to developmental 
outcomes was marital status (see Table 4). Participants who were married or partnered 
had higher generativity statuses, more identity certainty, and less identity concern.
Standard linear regressions were used in order to determine the proportions of 
variance in generativity, identity certainty, and identity concerns accounted for by 
demographic variables (see Table 5). All variables were entered on one step. Overall,


























Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) .09 . 07 .05 . 27*** .16*
LGS: Altruism Subscale . 0 2 - . 0 2 . 1 2 . 2 5 * * * . 0 2
LGS: Impact on Others Subscale .13 . 1 0 - . 0 6 . 2 1 ** .17*
LGS: Creative Endeavor Subscale .09 . 16* - . 0 1 . 2 1 ** , 24***
LGS: Outliving the Self Subscale .09 .06 .06 . 16* .17*
Identity Certainty . 2 1 ** .19** - . 1 0 .16* . 38***
Midlife Identity Concerns - . 1 3 - . 1 4 . 0 0 - . 2 2 ** - . 3 2* * *
Social Support
Social Support Questionnaire (SSQ) .15* .04 - . 0 3 .06 .08
SSQ: Spouse/Partner Revision .08 . 1 2 .03 .05 , 3 4 ***
ISSI . 31*** . 2 0 ** - . 0 7 2 9 * * * ,28***
ISSI: Family Subscale 2 4 * * * . 1 1 . 1 1 . 2 0 ** . 2 1 **
ISSI: Friend Subscale .23*** . 2 0 ** . 0 0 ,25*** ,24***
ISSI: Co-Worker Subscale .26*** .16* - . 0 9 . 2 0 ** .26***
Stress
Stressful Life Events (number) - . 1 1 - . 1 6 * .07 - . 0 3 - .  2 1 **
Stressful Life Events (stressfulness) - . 1 9 * * - . 2 3 * * .08 - . 0 3 - .  29***
Parenting Stress - . 2 3 * * - . 0 6 .04 - . 1 2 - . 1 4
Perceived Stress - . 2 6* * * - . 1 6 * - . 0 6 - . 1 1 - . 4 0 * * *
Personality
Openness .14 .13 . 0 0 . 17* .19*
Conscientiousness - . 0 0 - . 0 4 . 0 0 .13 OO *












Agreeableness - . 0 4 - . 1 0 . 1 0 - . 0 7 - . 0 0
Neuroticism - . 1 4 - . 0 9 - . 0 0 - . 1 1 - .  24**
Well-Being
General Life Satisfaction . 1 2 .13 .03 .15* 2  4 * * *
Psychological Symptoms - . 1 7 - . 1 1 - . 0 1 - . 0 2 —. 25***
Child Behaviors (reported by parent)
Number of behaviors - . 0 6 - . 37*** .35*** - . 1 4 * - . 1 1
Behaviors per child .03 - . 1 3 - . 0 8 - . 1 0 - . 0 7




Group M SD t df
Generativity - 1 . 9 5 * 191
Married/Partnered 38. 65 7.04
Unmarried/Unpartnered 36.13 7 .77
Identity Certainty (FLS) -2 . 61 * * 192
Married/Partnered 19.31 3.10
Unmarried/Unpartnered 17.82 3.65
Identity Concerns (MIC) 2 . 1 2 * 192
Married/Partnered 22. 92 4.89
Unmarried/Unpartnered 24 .83 5.73













Summary Table for Results o f Standard Multiple Regressions Predicting Generativity, Identity Certainty, and Identity Concerns from
Dependent Variable 
Predictor Variable B SEB 0 t sr2 r
Overall
R2
Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) 
Age - . 1 3 .42 - . 1 0 - . 3 1 . 0 0 - . 0 2
.13**
Gender - . 1 5 1.45 - . 0 1 - . 1 1 . 0 0 - . 0 1
Age at entry to parenthood . 2 0 .44 .13 .45 . 0 0 .03
Number of children .18 .73 .03 .25 . 0 0 . 0 2
Level of education 1.57 .42 .30 3.75*** .07 .28
Household income . 0 0 .28 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0
Race .30 .42 .06 .71 . 0 0 .05
Marital status - . 9 6 .50 - . 1 6 - 1 . 9 1 . 0 2 - . 1 5
Age of oldest child .36 .46 . 2 2 .77 . 0 0 .06
Age of youngest child - . 2 0 . 2 0 - . 1 0 - 1 . 0 0 . 0 0 - . 0 8
Identity Certainty 
Age - . 0 1 .18 - . 0 2 - . 0 6 . 0 0 . 0 0
. 17***
Gender - . 2 8 . 62 - . 0 3 - . 4 6 . 0 0 - . 0 4
Age at entry to parenthood .06 .19 .08 .29 . 0 0 . 0 2
Number of children - . 3 9 .31 - . 1 2 - 1 . 2 3 . 0 1 - . 0 9
Level of education . 1 0 .18 .04 .56 . 0 0 .04
Household income .43 . 1 2 .31 3 .58*** .06 .27
Race . 0 2 .18 . 0 1 . 1 1 . 0 0 . 0 1
Marital status - . 1 2 . 2 2 - . 0 5 - . 5 5 . 0 0 - . 0 4
Age of oldest child .13 . 2 0 . 18 . 6 6 . 0 0 .05
Age of youngest child - . 0 2 .09 - . 0 3 - . 2 4 . 0 0 - . 0 2
Midlife Identity Concerns 













Gender - . 8 2 .99
Age at entry to parenthood - . 3 5 .30
Number of children .04 .50
Level of education - . 5 2 .28
Household income - . 5 7 .19
Race .37 .29
Marital status . 0 2 .34
Age of oldest child - . 4 8 .31
Age of youngest child .14 .14
* * p <  .01; *  *  *p < .001.
06 - . 8 3 oo oi
33 - 1 . 1 6 . 0 1 - . 0 9
0 1 . 08 . 0 0 . 0 1
14 - 1 . 82 . 0 2 - . 1 4
26 - 3 . 0 0 *** .04 - . 2 2
1 0 1.30 . 0 1 . 1 0
0 1 .06 . 0 0 . 0 0
43 - 1 . 5 3 . 0 1 - . 1 2
1 1 1.03 . 0 1 . 08
each regression was statistically significant. For generativity, i?2 = .13 (F(10,169) = 2.50; 
p  < .01). Squared part correlations (sr2) for each variable were calculated in order to 
examine the proportion of the variance accounted for by each demographic variable (i.e., 
each predictor). Partial correlations (r) were calculated to determine the effect size of 
each variable in the equation. According to standards that guide much developmental 
research, a small effect size is indicated by an r of .10, moderate by an r of .30, and large 
by an r of .50 (McCartney & Rosenthal, 2000). It is important to investigate effect size 
because this gives a way to determine the importance of a variable that is not based on p  
values, which dictate a dichotomous judgment of the importance of each variable 
(McCartney & Rosenthal, 2000). The only variable that accounted for a significant 
percent of the variance in generativity was level of education, predicting 7% of the 
variance (sr2 = .07, /(169) = 3.75, p  < .001; r = .28). The significant relations between 
household income and generativity and between marital status and generativity were 
influenced by education level. Though not a significant proportion, marital status 
contributed 2% of the variance. All variables in combination contributed another 4% in 
shared variability.
For identity certainty, R2 = .17 (F(10,169) = 3.49; p  < .001), indicating that this 
set of variables accounts for 17% of the variability (see Table 5). Household income was 
the only variable accountable for a significant proportion of the variance in identity 
certainty, with 6 % predicted (sr2 = .06, /(169) = 3.58,/? < .001; r = .27). All variables in 
combination contributed another 10% in shared variability. The significant relation 
between parent’s age and identity certainty, between age at entry to parenthood and 
identity certainty, and between education level and identity certainty were no longer
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significant after accounting for the proportion of variance accounted for by household 
income, as none of these demographic variables predicted variance.
Similar to the other two developmental status variables, demographics entered
■y
together were able to predict 16% of the variance in midlife identity concerns (R = .16, 
F(10,169) = 3.19; p  < .001; see Table 5). Household income was the only variable that 
accounted for a significant amount of the variance {sr2 = .04, t(169) = -3.00,/? < .001; r = 
.22). The significant correlation between education level and identity concerns were 
mediated by the proportion of variance accounted for by household income, and 
education level contributed a non-significant 2% of the variance. All variables in 
combination contributed another 8 % in shared variability, and several variables 
contributed non-significant amounts of variance.
Because higher level of education, greater household income, and/or being 
partnered or married was related to higher levels of generativity, greater identity 
certainty, and less identity concern, these three variables were included in regression 
analyses subsequently described. By controlling for these three variables, analyses 
examining the specific hypotheses of the current study were able to estimate the extent to 
which variables of interest (e.g., children’s development, social support) were related to 
outcome measures of developmental status over and above the predictive abilities of 
education level, income, and marital status.
Personality
The relation of personality with developmental status was examined in this 
exploration of middle adult development in order to more fully investigate the internal 
and external ecology of adulthood. Each of the components of the Big Five theory of
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personality were strongly related to adult developmental status, as demonstrated by 
sizeable significant correlations between each dimension and each measure of 
developmental status (see Table 6 ). Higher levels of openness, conscientiousness, 
extraversion, and agreeableness and lower neuroticism were all predictive of higher 
levels of both generativity and identity certainty. The opposite was found of identity 
concern, with less openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness and more 
neuroticism associated with more identity concern.
The five dimensions of personality were subsequently regressed on each 
developmental status measure in order to determine the extent to which each dimension 
predicted unique variance and the extent to which they contributed to development 
together. All variables were entered at the same time into standard multiple regressions. 
Overall, the regression of personality factors on generativity was significant. The five 
factors, in addition to education level, income, and marital status, were able to predict 
44% of the variability in generativity, with R2 = .44, F(8 ,170) = 16.47; p  < .001 (see 
Table 7). Four of the factors predicted significant proportions of variance: extraversion, 
with 7% (sr2 = .07, /(170) = 4.67,p  < .001; r = .34), openness, 6 % (sr2 = .06, /(170) = 
4.09,p  < .001; r — .30), agreeableness, 3% (sr2 = .03, f(170) = 2.1%,p  < .01; r = .21), and 
conscientiousness, 2% (sr2 = .02, /(170) = 2.17,/? < .05; r = .16). Beyond the unique 
variance accounted for by personality and control variables, all variables jointly 
accounted for another 2 0 % of the variance in generativity.
The findings for identity certainty were similar in that the overall regression, into 
which all five personality dimensions and control variables were entered simultaneously, 
was able to predict 45% of the variability in this developmental status outcome (R -  .45,












Correlation Matrix o f Adult Social Support, Stress, Personality, and Well-Being Measures with Adult Developmental Status Measures






Social Support Questionnaire .29*** .16* .27*** .14 .32*** .43*** —.40***
SSQ: Spouse/Partner Revision . 1 1 .03 .07 .08 .18* .28*** - . 3 5 ** *
ISSI .42*** . 3 4 *** . 36*** . 17* .33*** .35*** - . 3 8 ** *
ISSI: Family Subscale .40*** .35*** # 27 *** .19** .34*** . 25*** - . 3 5* * *
ISSI: Friend Subscale .33*** ,23*** .30*** .16* .25** . 2 2 ** - . 3 4 ***
ISSI: Co-Worker Subscale .38*** .30*** . 3 4 *** .16* .58*** . 3 7 *** - . 3 1 * * *
Stress
Stressful life events (number) .03 .09 . 0 1 - . 0 3 - . 0 2 - . 3 0* * * .17*
Stressful life events (stressfulness) . 0 2 . 0 0 . 0 1 . 0 1 - . 0 5 - . 3 9* * * #29***
Parenting stress - . 31 *** - . 2 1 ** - .  27*** - . 1 6 * - . 3 4** * - . 4 1 ** * #41***
Perceived stress - . 2 6* * * - . 0 7 ■“ . 2 9 * * * - . 2 0 ** - . 26 *** - . 6 2 ** * .53***
Number of child behaviors - . 1 2 - . 0 0 - . 0 6 - . 1 5 * - . 1 6 * - . 1 6 * . 2 0 **
Behaviors per child - . 1 2 - . 0 1 - . 0 3 - . 1 2 - . 1 8 * - . 1 0 . 17*
Need to monitor child(ren) - . 0 0 .03 .03 - . 0 9 - . 0 3 - . 0 4 .09
Personality
Openness . 42*** . 2 1 ** .36*** . 5 4 *** .26*** .16* - . 1 6 *
Conscientiousness . 32*** ^27*** .26*** . 2 2 ** . 2 9 *** .37*** - .  41***
Extraversion #4 g*** .28*** . 4 5 *** .36*** ,32 * * * 2  9 * * * - . 3 0 * * *
Agreeableness .36*** .32*** .25*** .25*** , 31*** .19** - . 2 1 **
Neuroticism - .2 8 ** * - . 1 4 - . 28*** - . 2 1 ** - . 31 ** * - . 5 9 * * * .51***
Well-Being
General Life Satisfaction .43*** .26*** . 3 5 *** .24** > 4 5 *** # 5 9 *** _  ^5 9 ***
Psychological Symptoms - . 1 8 * - . 0 9 - . 2 0 ** - . 1 0 - . 2 1 ** - . 5 8 ** * 4 8 * * *
Note. LGS: Loyola Generativity Scale; LGS -  A: LGS Altruism Subscale; LGS - 1: LGS Impact on Others Subscale LGS -  C: LGS: 
Creative Endeavor Subscale; LGS -  0: Outliving the Self Subscale; Identity Concerns: Midlife Identity Concerns; ISSI: Interview 












Summary Table for Results o f Standard Multiple Regressions Predicting Generativity, Identity Certainty, and Identity Concerns from
Dependent Variable 
Predictor Variable B SEB P t r
Overall
R2
Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) 
Level of education 1 .13 .33 . 2 2 3.48*** .04 .26
4 ^  -k * *
Household income - .  41 . 2 2 - . 1 3 - 1 . 8 5 . 0 1 - . 1 4
Marital status - . 7 8 .39 - . 1 3 - 2 . 0 0 * . 0 1 - . 1 5
Openness .33 .08 .25 4.09*** .06 .30
Conscientiousness . 2 0 .09 .14 2 .17* . 0 2 .16
Extraversion .39 .08 .30 4.67*** .07 .34
Agreeableness .32 . 1 1 .19 2 .78** .03 . 2 1
Neuroticism - . 0 5 .09 - . 0 4 - . 5 1 . 0 0 - . 0 4
Identity Certainty 
Level of education . 1 1 .14 .05 .78 . 0 0 .06
.45***
Household income .28 . 1 0 . 2 0 2  . 8 6 ** .03 . 2 1
Marital status - . 0 7 .17 - . 0 3 - . 4 1 . 0 0 - . 0 3
Openness . 0 1 .03 .03 .42 . 0 0 .03
Conscientiousness . 1 1 .04 .17 2.63** . 0 2 . 2 0
Extraversion . 03 .04 . 05 .81 . 0 0 .06
Agreeableness - . 0 4 .05 - . 0 6 - . 8 6 . 0 0 - . 0 7
Neuroticism - . 2 8 .04 - . 4 9 -7 .33*** .17 - . 4 9
Midlife Identity Concerns 
Level of education - . 5 1 .23 - . 1 4 - 2 . 2 2 * . 0 2 - . 1 7
^ 3 9 ***
Household income - . 2 4 .16 - . 1 1 - 1 . 4 8 . 0 1 - . 1 1
Marital status . 1 2 .28 .03 .42 . 0 0 .03
Openness - . 0 4 .06 - . 0 4 - . 6 1 . 0 0 - . 0 5














Extraversion - , 0 9 .06 - . 1 1 - 1 . 5 6 . 0 1 - . 1 2
Agreeableness , 0 2 .OS . 0 2 . 2 6 . 0 0 . 0 2
Neuroticism ,33 .06 .36 5.16*** . 1 0 .37
Note. Level of education, household income, and marital status were included as control variables because of their consistent 
correlations with outcome variables of developmental status.
*p< .05; **p < .01; * * * p  < .001.
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F(8,170) = 17.54; p  < .001; see Table 7). Dissimilarly, however, only two dimensions 
were accountable for a significant proportion of unique variability: neuroticism, with 
17% and a large effect size (sr2 = .17, t(170) = -7.33, p  < .001; r -  -.49), and 
conscientiousness with 2% (sr2 = .02, /(170) = 2.63, p  < .01; r = .20). All variables 
jointly accounted for another 23% of the variance in identity certainty beyond the unique 
variance accounted for by personality and control variables.
Personality variables, along with demographic control variables, were able to 
predict 39% of the variance in midlife identity concerns (if2 = .39, F(8 , 170) = 13.55; p  < 
.001; see Table 7). Again, significant proportions of variance were attributable to 
neuroticism, with 10% (sr2 = .10, /(170) = 5.16,p <  .001; r = .37), and conscientiousness 
with 4% (sr2 = .04, /(170) = -3.24,p  < .001; r = -.24). Beyond the unique variance 
accounted for by personality and control variables, all variables jointly accounted for 
another 2 1 % of the variance in identity certainty.
Well-being
Correlations of well-being (i.e., general life satisfaction and psychological 
symptomatology) with outcome variables of developmental status were also examined in 
this exploration of middle adult development. General life satisfaction and psychological 
symptoms were strongly correlated with one another at r  = -.61 (p <.001; N=  190), 
indicating that more satisfaction with life was related to fewer psychological symptoms. 
Each of these variables showed consistent relations with adult developmental status 
variables (see Table 6 ). Greater general life satisfaction was related with more advanced 
generativity status, more identity certainty, and less identity concern. The opposite was
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found for psychological symptoms, in that more symptoms were related with less 
advanced generativity status, less identity certainty, and more identity concern.
To examine the relative predictive abilities for life satisfaction and psychological 
symptoms, these two variables were entered simultaneously with control variables into 
regression equations on developmental status variables. Well-being and control variables 
were able to predict a significant amount of variability in generativity, identity certainty, 
and identity concerns (see Table 8 ). For generativity, R2 = .27, F(5, 172) = 12.56; p  <
.001. Though the control variable education level predicted a significant amount of 
unique variance, general life satisfaction predicted the most unique variance of all 
variables entered, with 12% (sr2 = .12, /(172) = 5.36,p  < .001; r = .38). All variables 
considered together predicted 9% of the variability in generativity.
Life satisfaction and psychological symptoms, with control demographic 
variables, were also able to predict significant amounts of variability in identity certainty 
(R2 = .50, F(5, 172) = 34.31; p  < .001; see Table 8 ). In this case both well-being variables 
predicted significant amounts of unique variability: life satisfaction with 8 % (sr2 = .08,
/(172) = 5.19,p <  .001; r = .37) and psychological symptoms with 8 % (sr2 = .08, /(172) = 
-5.00,/? < .001; r = -.36) In combination, all variables predicted an additional 32% 
beyond individual contributions.
Midlife identity concern was also predictable from this group of variables. The 
regression equation predicted a total of 43% of variability in identity concern (R -  .43, 
7^(5,172) = 25.81;/? < .001; see Table 8 ). Significant proportions of this variance were 
attributable to well-being variables. General life satisfaction and psychological symptoms 
uniquely accounted for 11% (sr2 = .11, /(172) = -5.71,/? < .001; r = -.40) and 3% (sr2 =












Summary Table for Results o f Standard Multiple Regressions Predicting Generativity, Identity Certainly, and Identity Concerns from
Parent Well Being Indicators
Dependent Variable 
Predictor Variable B SEB P t sr2 r
Overall
R2
Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) 
Level of education 1.32 .37 .25 3.59*** .05 .26
' 27***
Household income - . 2 5 .25 - . 0 8 - 1 . 0 1 . 0 0 - . 0 8
Marital status - . 7 9 .44 - . 1 3 1 h-1 CD I—1 . 0 1 - . 1 4
General life satisfaction .37 .07 .44 5.36*** . 1 2 .38
Psychological symptoms .09 .19 .04 . 48 . 0 0 .04
Identity Certainty 
Level of education .25 .13 . 1 1 1.89 . 0 1 .14
.50***
Household income .25 .09 .18 2.73** . 0 2 . 2 0
Marital status - . 0 2 .16 - . 0 1 - . 1 5 . 0 0 - . 0 1
General life satisfaction .13 .03 .35 5.19*** .08 .37
Psychological symptoms - . 3 4 .07 - . 3 4 - 5 . 0 0 *** .07 - . 3 6
Midlife Identity Concerns 
Level of education - . 6 8 . 2 2 - . 1 9 -3 .06** * .03 - . 2 3
.43***
Household income - . 2 5 .15 - . 1 1 - 1 . 6 2 . 0 1 - . 1 2
Marital status . 0 2 .26 . 0 1 . 07 . 0 0 . 0 1
General life satisfaction - . 2 4 .04 - . 4 1 -5 .71*** . 1 1 - . 4 0
Psychological symptoms .34 . 1 1 . 2 1 2.94** .03 . 2 2
Note. Level of education, household income, and marital status were included as control variables because of their consistent 
correlations with outcome variables of developmental status.
* * p < .0 1; ***/?<.001.
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.03, /(172) = 2.94,p  < .01; r = .22), respectively. Together with control variables, 25 
additional variability was accounted for by these variables in combination.
Hypothesis: Parent Developmental Status is Associated with Child Developmental Status 
Children’s Development
Prior to investigating the predicted associations of child development with that of 
their parents, it was necessary to briefly examine the relations among child 
developmental status indicators: child age, child psychosocial development (EPSI), and 
pubertal development (PDS). Child age was positively correlated with the PDS but not 
the EPSI (see Table 9), indicating that older children had more advanced pubertal 
development. Psychosocial development and pubertal development were not significantly 
correlated (r = .13). However, older age and more advanced pubertal development were 
both related to a higher score on the intimacy subscale of the EPSI (age: r = .32, p  < .001; 
PDS: r = .39,p  < .001); age and pubertal status were not significantly related with other 
subscales or the full score of the EPSI. Therefore, it appears that pubertal development 
and psychosocial development measure distinct aspects of pre-adolescent and adolescent 
development.
Table 9
Correlations Between Child Age and Child Psychosocial Development, Pubertal 
development, and Behaviors: Matched Children_______________
Variable Child Age
Erikson Psychosocial Stage Inventory (EPSI) .09
- . 0 7
.15




EPSI: Autonomy Subscale 
EPSI: Initiative Subscale 
EPSI: Industry Subscale 
EPSI: Identity Subscale 




Note. Only children with complete data included here.
* * * p  <  .001.
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Relations between Parent and Child Developmental Status
The main hypothesis of the present study examined in this section was partially 
supported by examining the associations between parent and child developmental status. 
As demonstrated by correlations presented in Table 10, a parent’s generativity status was 
more advanced when his or her child’s psychosocial development was also more 
advanced. A similar result was found for all subscales of the generativity measure: more 
altruism, creativity, aspiration to outlive the self, and desire impact others were all related 
with more advanced child psychosocial development as measured by the lull EPSI. With 
respect to the subscales of the EPSI, a higher score on each one with the exception of the 
initiative subscale was significantly associated with higher levels of generativity in 
parents. In other words, more successful resolutions of Eriksonian conflicts involving 
development of trust, industry, identity, and intimacy were related to parents’ more 
advanced generativity (see Table 10).
Adult identity concern was related with lower child psychosocial development. 
However, parents’ identity certainty scores were not related significantly to their 
children’s overall psychosocial developmental status scores. Parents’ identity certainty 
was greater when children’s scores on the trust subscale of the EPSI was greater (r = .18; 
p  < .05), but neither children’s overall psychosocial development as measured by the full 
EPSI nor any other subscale scores were significantly related with identity certainty. The 
only subscale of the LGS correlated significantly with child age was the altruism portion 
of the scale: parent altruism was greater when children were older. Neither identity 
certainty nor identity concern were significantly related with child age. Unexpectedly, no 
parent developmental status measure was related with child pubertal development.












Correlation Matrix o f Adult Developmental Status Measures and Child Developmental Status Measures





All Matched Participants (N = 124-126)
Child age . 1 1 . 2 0 * . 1 0 - . 0 5 .03 - . 0 4 . 0 1
Child psychosocial development (full EPSI) . 32*** .18* .26** .28** .18* .14 - . 2 5 * *
EPSI: Trust Subscale .19* . 1 2 . 1 1 .18* .07 .18* - . 2 5 * *
EPSI: Autonomy Subscale . 2 1 * .27** .27** . 2 0 * .14 - .  29***
EPSI: Initiative Subscale .15 .03 . 1 1 . 2 1 * .05 . 1 2 - . 2 1 *
EPSI: Industry Subscale .33*** .19* .27** .26** . 2 2 * . 1 0 - . 2 0 *
EPSI: Identity Subscale .27** .18* . 2 2 * . 2 2 * .14 .04 - . 1 7
EPSI: Intimacy Subscale .28** .13 .28** . 2 0 * . 2 1 * .09 - . 1 1
Pubertal development .08 . 1 0 .06 .03 .05 - . 0 4 .04
Daughters Only (N -  66-67)
Child age . 2 2 .18 .19 . 1 1 . 2 1 .05 .03
Child psychosocial development . 2 1 .17 .18 .14 . 2 1 - . 1 0 - . 2 3
Pubertal development .07 . 1 2 . 0 2 . 1 2 .08 - . 0 7 .09
Sons Only (N  = 59)
Child age - . 0 0 .23 - . 0 1 - . 2 3 - . 1 6 - . 1 5 - . 0 0
Child psychosocial development ,4 5* * * . 2 0 . 37** #4 5 *** .33** . 18 - . 2 8 *
Pubertal development . 1 0 .14 .06 . 0 1 .03 . 0 2 - . 0 5
Note. Only parent-child matched pairs included. LGS: Loyola Generativity Scale; LGS -  A: LGS Altruism Subscale; LGS - 1: LGS 
Impact on Others Subscale LGS -  C: LGS: Creative Endeavor Subscale; LGS -  O: Outliving the Self Subscale; Identity Concerns: 
Midlife Identity Concerns; ISSI: Interview Schedule for Social Interaction. Only children with complete data included here.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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Predicting Parent Developmental Status from Child Developmental Status
To determine the amount of variance in parent developmental status types 
predictable from their children’s development, a series of standard multiple regressions 
were used, entering all child development variables and parent control variables on one 
step. Overall, the multiple regression predicting generativity was significant, with R2 = 
.21 (F(6 ,110) = 4.72; p  < .001; see Table 11). Child psychosocial developmental status 
was responsible for a unique 5% (sr2 = .05, /(110) = 2.7 4,p  < .01; r = .25) of the 
variability beyond all other variables entered. All variables in combination were able to 
account for 8 % additional variability in LGS scores.
Child development variables did not predict any significant proportions of the 
variability in identity certainty of parents. Overall, 18% of the variability was predicted 
by the equation (if2 = .18 (F(6 ,110) = 3.97;p  < .001; see Table 11). Child developmental 
status variables in combination with control variables predicted 6% of the variability, but 
no variability was significantly attributed to a single child development variable.
Midlife identity concern was predicted from this combination of variables as well. 
Overall, the multiple regression was statistically significant, with 17% of the variability 
predicted by the equation (R2 -  .17 (F(6 ,110) = 3.77; p  < .001; see Table 11).
Statistically controlling for parent demographic variables as well as child pubertal 
development and age, child psychosocial development predicted a significant 3% (sr2 = 
.03, /(110) = -2.12, p  < .05; r = -.20) of the variability in adult identity concerns. The 
variables in combination were able to predict another 7% of the variability, but this 
proportion cannot be attributed to any single predictor.












Summary Table for Results o f Standard Multiple Regressions Predicting Generativity, Identity Certainty, and Identity Concerns from
Child Development Measures
Dependent Variable 
Predictor Variable B SEB P t r
Overall
R2
Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) 
Level of education 1.52 .48 .28 3.13** .07 .29
, 2 1 ***
Household income - . 0 3 .31 - . 0 1 - . 1 0 . 0 0 - . 0 1
Marital status - . 6 9 .53 - . 1 3 - 1 . 3 1 . 0 1 - . 1 2
Child psychosocial development .06 . 0 2 .25 2 .74** .05 .25
Child pubertal development - . 1 4 .81 - . 0 2 - . 1 7 . 0 0 - . 0 2
Child age .28 .40 .08 .71 . 0 0 .07
Identity Certainty 
Level of education . 2 0 . 2 2 .08 . 92 . 0 1 .09
.18***
Household income .51 .14 .37 3 .60*** . 1 0 .33
Marital status - . 0 5 .24 - . 0 2 - . 2 1 . 0 0 - . 0 2
Child psychosocial development . 0 1 . 0 1 .05 .56 . 0 0 .05
Child pubertal development . 2 1 .37 .07 .58 . 0 0 .06
Child age - . 1 7 .18 - . 1 1 - . 9 2 . 0 1 - . 0 9
Midlife Identity Concerns 
Level of education - . 6 4 .32 - . 1 8 i N) O O X- . 03 - . 1 9
. 17**
Household income - . 4 7 . 2 1 - . 2 3 - 2 .2 9 * .04 - . 2 1
Marital status - . 1 5 .35 - . 0 4 - . 4 4 . 0 0 - . 0 4
Child psychosocial development - . 0 3 . 0 2 - . 2 0 - 2 . 1 2 * .03 - . 2 0
Child pubertal development - . 0 5 .54 - . 0 1 - . 1 0 . 0 0 - . 0 1
Child age . 2 0 .27 .09 .74 . 0 0 .07
Note. Level of education, household income, and marital status were included as control variables because of their consistent 
correlations with outcome variables of developmental status. Only children with complete data were included.
*p<.05; **/?<.01; ***p<.001.
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Mother and Father Analyses
Because past research has indicated differences in the ways mothers and fathers 
respond to their children’s development, correlations were completed for mothers and 
fathers separately to determine whether there were differences in the patterns of 
prediction. Correlations between mothers’ developmental status variables and their 
children’s developmental status variables mimicked that found for the entire sample of 
matched parents: higher generativity and identity concern were significantly related with 
more advanced child psychosocial development, but parents’ development was not 
related with child age or pubertal development (see Table 10). For fathers, correlations 
were not meaningful because of the insufficient size of the group (N= 20).
Regressions predicting parent development status variables from child 
development were repeated for mothers (N -  106) in order to determine whether 
predictive ability was similar to the entire sample. Findings for mothers closely 
resembled the results described previously for all parents matched with children. As 
shown in Table 12, child developmental indicators and control variables were able to 
significantly predict 25% of the variance in mothers’ generativity (R2 = .25 (F(6 , 91) = 
5.17; p  < .001). Child psychosocial development predicted a significant 4% (sr2 = .04, 
f(91) = 232, p  < .05; r = .24) of the variance on its own, and another 10% in combination 
with all variables entered. The regression computed to predict mothers’ identity certainty 
from this group of variables was also significant overall (R2 = .25 (F(6 , 91) = 3.76; p  <
.01; see Table 12), but none of the child development variables were able to predict a 
significant amount of variability on their own. In combination with the control variables, 
9% of the variability was accounted for by this group of variables. Prediction of midlife












Summary Table for Results o f Standard Multiple Regressions Predicting Mothers ’ Generativity, Identity Certainty, and Identity 
Concerns from Child Development Measures
Dependent Variable Overall
Predictor Variable B SEB P t r R2
Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) 
Level of education 1.84 .55 .33 3.36*** .09 .33
.25***
Household income .30 .36 .09 .82 . 0 1 .09
Marital status - . 5 0 .56 - . 0 9 - . 8 9 . 0 1 - . 0 9
Child psychosocial development .06 .03 .23 2 .32* .04 .24
Child pubertal development .32 .91 .04 .35 . 0 0 .04
Child age - . 0 2 .45 - . 0 1 - . 0 5 . 0 0 - . 0 1
Identity Certainty 
Level of education .43 .25 .18 1.74 .03 .18
. 2 0 **
Household income . 44 .16 .31 2 .71** .06 .27
Marital status - . 0 8 .25 - . 0 3 - . 3 0 . 0 0 - . 0 3
Child psychosocial development . 0 1 . 0 1 . 1 0 . 92 . 0 1 . 1 0
Child pubertal development . 1 2 .41 .04 .30 . 0 0 .03
Child age - . 1 6 . 2 0 - . 1 0 - . 8 1 . 0 1 - . 0 8
Midlife Identity Concerns 
Level of education - . 7 9 .36 -  - 2 2 - 2 . 2 1 * .04 - . 2 3
. 2 1 ***
Household income - . 4 7 .24 - . 2 2 - 2 . 0 0 * .03 - . 2 0
Marital status - . 1 4 .37 - . 0 4 - . 3 7 . 0 0 - . 0 4
Child psychosocial development - . 0 4 . 0 2 - . 2 3 - 2 . 1 9 * .04 - . 2 2
Child pubertal development .14 .59 .03 .24 . 0 0 . 0 2
Child age . 17 .29 .08 .59 . 0 0 .06
Note. Level of education, household income, and marital status were included as control variables because of their consistent 
correlations with outcome variables of developmental status. Only children with complete data were included.
*/?<.05; ** /? < .0 1 ; *** /? < .0 0 1 .
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identity concern for mothers also closely resembled that of the prediction for the entire 
sample, with a significant overall regression equation (R2 = .21 (F(6,91) = 4.05;p  < .01; 
see Table 12). Children’s psychosocial development was able to predict a significant 4% 
(sr2 = .04, t(91) = -2.19, p  < .05; r = -.22) of the variance in their mothers’ identity 
concern. All variables in combination predicted 10% of the variance beyond that 
predicted by any individual variable.
A similar set of analyses focusing on fathers was not possible because of the small 
sample size.
Daughter and Son Analyses
Because of substantial differences in boys’ and girls’ pubertal development and 
two subscales of the EPSI (see Table 13), correlations were repeated for parents of 
daughters and of sons separately. As shown in Table 10, correlations between daughters’ 
developmental indicators and those of their parents’ developmental status did not reach 
significance. Correlations between sons’ developmental indicators and parents’ 
generativity and identity concern indicated that parents with sons who were more 
psychosocially advanced had higher levels of generativity and less identity concern.
Exploratory regressions were performed to separately investigate the variance in 
parents’ developmental status indicators predicted by daughters’ development and sons’ 
development. For daughters, child psychosocial development, pubertal development, and 
age did not predict a significant amount of variability in parents’ generativity, identity 
certainty, or identity concern. Regressions were significant overall, but all significant 
proportions of variability were attributable to control variables; effect sizes of daughters’ 
developmental status variables were small.
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Table 13
Results ofT-tests Examining Differences between Male and Female Child Participants 
on All Measures: All Children
Variable
Group M SD t ...d f
EPSI: Industry - 3 . 0 8* * 224
Boys 44.87 7 .21
Girls 47 .55 5 .91
EPSI: Intimacy - 2 . 1 0 * 224
Boys 43.05 6.87
Girls 44 .89 6.28
Pubertal Development Scale -6 . 50 * ** 219
Boys 3.28 .95
Girls 3 .99 .79
Note. Only significant differences reported. 
*p < .05; * *p < .01; * * *p < .001.
The overall regression predicting parents’ generativity from sons’ development 
was significant (R2 = .27 (F(6, 50) = 3.10; p  < .05). Psychosocial development (EPSI) 
was accountable for a significant amount of variability in generativity (B = .12; S.E. B = 
.04; f$— .46; sr2 = .17, /(50) = 3.45,p  < .001; r = .44), with no significant contributions 
from other variables including control variables. The overall regression predicting 
parents’ identity certainty from sons’ development was also significant, with R2 = .22 
(F(6 , 50) = 3.10;p  < .05). In this equation, sons’ pubertal development (PDS) and age 
were responsible for significant amounts of variability (PDS: B = 1.09; S.E. B = .52; J3= 
.42; sS  = .07, t(50) = 2.10,p  < .05; r = .29; age: B = -.57; S.E. B = .26; -.42; sr2 =
.08, /(50) = -2.20, p  < .05; r = -.30). Finally, the overall regression predicting parents’ 
identity concerns from sons’ development was not significant.
These correlations and regressions need to be interpreted with caution, as the 
groups were composed of 59 (sons) to 67 (daughters) participants each.
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Summary
Overall, the first main hypothesis was partially upheld. Analyses presented here 
indicate that children’s psychosocial development was able to predict parent generativity 
and identity concern. However, child age and pubertal status did not have the same 
ability. Additionally, identity certainty was not predicted by any child variable. The same 
was found when mothers were looked at separately and when correlations between sons 
and parents were examined.
Hypothesis: Parent Developmental Status is Associated with Social Support 
Relations between Social Support and Development
Social support in parents’ environments was assessed from two angles (i.e., 
perceived support and support network size) as well as in various settings: perceived 
support, perceived support from a partner or spouse, and social network size/amount of 
contact with individuals in the family, with friends, and at work.
As predicted, adult developmental status was, overall, highly related with social 
supports in all areas and from both perceived and size of network perspectives (see Table 
6 ). Specifically, greater identity certainty and less identity concern were related to greater 
levels of all forms of support measured. More advanced generativity status was related 
with greater social support in all areas measured, with the exception of perceived support 
from a spouse or partner, with which generativity was not significantly related.
Predicting Parent Developmental Status from Social Supports
Though most types of support included in the present study were related highly 
with developmental status, it was of interest to further investigate the potentially diverse 
contributions of each to different measures of development. Standard regressions were
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used in this investigation, with all social support and control variables entered at the same 
time for each regression reported. Generativity was assessed first, and, overall the 
regression was statistically significant (R2 = .29 (F(8,151) = 7.67; p  < .001; see Table 
14). Squared part correlations for each variable (sr2) indicated that two of the five social 
support variables predicted significant unique proportions of the variance in generativity: 
the family and co-worker subscales of the ISSI, each predicting 3% of the variability 
(ISSI-Family: sr2 = .03, /(151) = 2.61,p  < .01; r = .21; ISSI- Coworker: sr2 = .03, t(151) 
= 2.65, p  < .01; r = .21). In combination, all variables entered contributed 17% of the 
variance in generativity.
Identity certainty was examined next. Overall, the regression equation including 
five types of social support and three control variables was significant and accounted for 
34% of the variance in identity certainty (R2 = .34 (F(8,151) = 9.74; p  < .001; see Table 
14). As was found for generativity, the ISSI-Coworker subscale predicted a unique 
proportion of the variability, with 2% (sr2 = .02, t( 151) = 231, p  < .05; r  = .19).
However, the largest unique proportion was contributed to identity certainty by perceived 
social support, with a significant 11% (sr2 = .11, /(151) = 5.09,/? < .001; r = .38). In 
combination, all entered variables accounted for an additional 16%.
A different pattern emerged for identity concern in midlife: perceived social 
support was the only type of social support to contribute unique variability, with 5% (sr 
= .05, /(151) = 2.67, p  < .01; r = -.27). Further, any contribution of the control variables 
included was suppressed in this equation. All variables in combination accounted for an 
additional 22% of variability that was not attributable to any variable uniquely. The 
overall regression was significant (R2 = .34 (F(8,151) = 9.74; p  < .001; see Table 14).












Summary Table for Results o f Standard Multiple Regressions Predicting Generativity, Identity Certainty, and Identity Concerns from
Dependent Variable 
Predictor Variable B SEB 0 t sr2 r
Overall
R2
Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) 
Level of education 1.03 .39 . 2 0 2.67** .03 . 2 1
29***
Household income - . 4 2 .27 - . 1 3 - 1 . 5 1 . 0 1 - . 1 2
Marital status - . 6 5 .48 - . 1 1 - 1 . 3 4 . 0 1 - . 1 1
Social Support Questionnaire .19 . 1 1 .14 1. 64 . 0 1 .13
SSQ: Spouse/Partner Revision - . 0 8 .13 - . 0 5 - . 6 2 . 0 0 - . 0 5
ISSI: Family Subscale .41 .16 .25 2.61** .03 . 2 1
ISSI: Friend Subscale . 0 0 .14 . 0 0 - . 0 2 . 0 0 . 0 0
ISSI: Co-Worker Subscale .32 . 1 2 . 2 2 2.65** .03 . 2 1
Identity Certainty 
Level of education .07 .16 .03 .43 . 0 0 .03
3 4 ***
Household income .41 . 1 2 .28 3.53*** . 05 .28
Marital status - . 1 0 . 2 0 - . 0 4 - . 5 1 . 0 0 - . 0 4
Social Support Questionnaire .25 .05 .42 5.09*** . 1 1 .38
SSQ: Spouse/Partner Revision - . 0 1 .05 - . 0 1 - . 1 1 . 0 0 - . 0 1
ISSI: Family Subscale - . 0 2 .07 - . 0 3 - . 2 9 . 0 0 - . 0 2
ISSI: Friend Subseale - . 0 4 .06 - . 0 7 - . 7 3 . 0 0 - . 0 6
ISSI: Co-Worker Subscale . 1 2 .05 .19 2.37* . 0 2 .19
Midlife Identity Concerns 
Level of education - . 4 6 .34 - . 1 3 - 1 . 3 8 . 0 1 - . 1 4
. 31***
Household income - . 3 0 .23 - . 1 4 - 1 . 3 0 . 0 1 - . 1 3
Marital status - . 2 5 .37 - . 0 7 - . 6 9 . 0 0 - . 0 7
Social Support Questionnaire - . 2 4 .09 - . 2 7 -2 .67 ** .05 - . 2 7
SSQ: Spouse/Partner Revision - . 1 4 . 1 0 - . 1 4 - 1 .3 7 . 0 1 - . 1 4
ISSI: Family Subscale - . 0 5 . 1 2 - . 0 5 - . 4 3 . 0 0 - . 0 4













ISSI: Co-Worker Subscale_____ - .  13_______ . 1 0 ___ - .  15 - 1 . 3 3 ________ . 0 1 _____ - .  14____________
Note. Level of education, household income, and marital status were included as control variables because of their consistent 
correlations with outcome variables of developmental status. Only children with complete data were included.
* p  < .05; * * p  < .01; * * * p  < .001.
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Summary
The second main hypothesis, that social support would be associated with parental 
development, was upheld. Social support, with the exception of perceived partner/spouse 
support, was consistently significantly correlated with each measure of developmental 
status. Further analyses demonstrated that different aspects of adult development were 
predicted by different combinations of social supports. Perceived support was most 
predictive of identity certainty and concern, but did not play a role in generativity status, 
whereas size of social network/amount of social contact at work and in the family was 
highly related with generativity.
Hypothesis: Parent Developmental Status is Associated with Stress 
Relations between Stress and Development
In order to assess the different forms of stress in parents’ lives and their 
relationship to adult development, a variety of forms and experiences of stressors were 
evaluated in the present study: number of stressful events (i.e., life events and child 
behaviors), perceptions of stressful events (i.e., level of stress from life events and 
parenting stress), and general perceived stress.
As predicted, there was some relation between stress and parents’ developmental 
status. More advanced generativity was related with lower levels of both parenting stress 
and perceived stress, and was not related significantly with other measure^ of stress (see 
Table 6 ). More identity certainty was also related with less parenting and perceived 
stress, in addition to being related with fewer stressful life events, less stressfulness felt 
from life events, and fewer potentially stressful child behaviors (see Table 6 ). More 
identity concern was associated with a greater number of stressful life events, more
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stressfulness felt from those events, a greater number of child behaviors reported by 
parents, and more parenting and perceived stresses (see Table 6 ).
Predicting Parent Developmental Status from Stress
Following the calculation of correlations that showed the presence of significant 
relationships between developmental status variables and stress indicators, regressions 
were performed in order to investigate which type(s) of stress were most predictive of 
each aspect of development. For each multiple regression calculated, all stress variables 
(i.e., number of stressful life events, stressfulness of life events, parenting stress, 
perceived stress, number of child behaviors, need to monitor children) were entered with 
control variables at the same time. This regression model was able to predict 26% of the 
variance in generativity (R2 = .26 (F(9,104) = 4.07; p  < .001; see Table 15). Though 
control variables were responsible for much of this prediction, parenting stress uniquely 
accounted for 6 % of variance beyond that contributed by any other variable (sr2 = .06, 
t(104) = -2.87,/? < .01; r = -.27). All variables in combination predicted an additional 9% 
of the variance.
The regression equation predicting identity certainty was also significant overall, 
with R2 = .45 (F(9,104) = 9.31 ;/? < .001; see Table 15). Three of the six stress predictors, 
parenting stress, perceived stress, and need to monitor children, accounted for a 
significant percent of the variance in identity certainty. Controlling statistically for the 
other predictors, parenting stress accounted for 3% of the variance (sr2 = .03, f(104) = - 
2.56,/? < .05; r = -.24), perceived stress predicted 6 % of the variance (sr2 = .06, /(104) = 
-3.44,/? < .001; r  = .32), and need to monitor children 2% (sr2 = .02, /(104) = 2.00, p  < 
.05; r = .19). The contributions of these variables suppressed all contribution by












Summary Table for Results o f Standard Multiple Regressions Predicting Generativity, Identity Certainty, and Identity Concerns from 
Stress
Dependent Variable 
Predictor Variable B SEB P t sr2 r
Overall
R2
Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) 
Level of education 1.58 .49 .29 3.26** .08 .30
.26***
Household income - . 0 2 .36 . 0 0 - . 0 4 . 0 0 . 0 0
Marital status - . 8 2 .55 - . 1 5 - 1 . 4 9 . 0 2 - . 1 4
Stressful Life Events (number) - . 1 6 .39 - . 0 8 - . 4 1 . 0 0 - . 0 4
Stressful Life Events (stressfulness) .15 .33 .09 .44 . 0 0 .04
Parenting Stress - . 2 4 .08 - . 2 8 - 2 .8 7* * .06 - . 2 7
Perceived Stress - . 1 5 .17 - . 1 0 - . 9 1 . 0 1 - . 0 9
Child behaviors . 0 1 .13 . 0 1 .09 . 0 0 . 0 1
Need to monitor child(ren) .39 1 . 0 2 .04 .38 . 0 0 .04
Identity Certainty 
Level of education .25 .19 . 1 0 1.31 . 0 1 .13
<4 5 ***
Household income .25 .14 .18 1.85 . 0 2 .18
Marital status - . 1 0 . 2 1 - . 0 4 - . 4 9 . 0 0 - . 0 5
Stressful Life Events (number) . 1 1 .15 . 1 2 .75 . 0 0 .07
Stressful Life Events (stressfulness) - . 1 8 .13 - . 2 3 - 1 .  37 . 0 1 - . 1 3
Parenting Stress - . 0 8 .03 - . 2 2 - 2 . 5 6 * .03 - . 2 4
Perceived Stress - . 2 2 .07 - . 3 4 - 3 , 4 4 *** .06 - . 3 2
Child behaviors - . 0 2 .05 - . 0 3 - . 3 2 . 0 0 - . 0 3
Need to monitor child(ren) .79 .40 .17 2 . 0 0 * . 0 2 .19
Midlife Identity Concerns 
Level of education - . 6 2 .29 - . 1 8 - 2 .1 7 * .03 - . 2 1
.36***
Household income - . 2 9 . 2 1 - . 1 5 - 1 . 3 9 . 0 1 - . 1 3
Marital status - . 0 3 .33 - . 0 1 - . 0 9 . 0 0 - . 0 1
Stressful Life Events (number) - . 2 8 .23 - . 2 1 - 1 . 2 4 . 0 1 - . 1 2












Table 15 continued 
Parenting Stress .14 .05 .26 2.79** .05 .26
Perceived Stress .23 . 1 0 .25 2 .33* .03 . 2 2
Child behaviors .06 .08 .07 .70 . 0 0 .07
Need to monitor child(ren) 1 J—1 o o .61 - . 1 5 - 1 . 6 5 . 0 2 - . 1 6
Note. Level of education, household income, and marital status were included as control variables because of their consistent 
correlations with outcome variables of developmental status. Only children with complete data were included.
*p<.05; **/?<.01; ***/?<.001.
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demographic control variables. Although not attributable to any variable alone, 30% of 
the variance in identity certainty was accounted for by these variables in combination.
Identity concern in midlife was also significantly predicted by this regression 
model (R2 = .36, F(9,104) = 6.35;p  < .001; see Table 15). All variables in combination 
predicted 2 0 % of the variance in identity concern, and two forms of stress, parenting and 
perceived, were each responsible for significant proportions of the variability beyond that 
predicted by other variables. Parenting stress predicted 5% of the variance on its own, 
with sr2 = .05, /(104) = 2.19, p  < .01; .26), and perceived stress 3% of the variance on its 
own, with sr2 = .03, t(104) = 2.33, p  < .05; r = .22).
Summary
The third main hypothesis of the present study was partially supported by 
analyses reported here. Stress was related with parents’ developmental status, in general. 
However, certain types of stress were associated only with identity in adulthood, whereas 
others were also associated with generativity. Based on regressions, it appears that 
perceived and parenting stress are responsible for most of the predictive ability of stress 
in development.
Exploring the Ecology o f  Adult Development, Part 2
In order to more fully explore the ecology of adult development, it was of interest 
to conduct analyses examining the roles of all contextual variables at once. By including 
variables from each aspect of adults’ environments, it was possible to determine which 
areas added most to our understanding of developmental status. To this end, standard 
multiple regressions were conducted in which demographic, well-being, personality,
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social support, stress, and child development indicators were entered simultaneously 
predicting adult developmental status variables.
Regressions predicting developmental status from every variable that had shown 
significant relations with a developmental status variable in previous analyses were 
conducted first. From these analyses, 56%, 6 6 %, and 46% of the variance was predicted 
in generativity, identity certainty, and identity concern, respectively. However, the large 
number of predictor variables decreased the power of these regressions, and for this 
reason investigation of these regressions was discontinued. According to Tabachnick and 
Fidell (2001), in order to complete a reliable multiple regression, the number of 
participants included must be greater than or equal to 104 + m, where m is the number of 
predictors (i.e., independent variables, IVs) entered. Therefore, with the current sample 
size of 126, fewer than 2 2  predictors should be used.
In order to produce more reliable and meaningful regressions, composites were 
created for use here. High associations within each predictor type (e.g., high correlations 
among types of social support) also made the use of composites reasonable. The variables 
used for the composites were those which had shown highest associations with others 
within the same type of indicator, and which had shown consistent predictive abilities of 
developmental status variables. A socioeconomic status (SES) composite was created by 
summing participants’ z-scores (i.e., standardized scores to eliminate scaling effects) on 
income and education levels. Participants’ z-scores on parenting and perceived stress 
measures were summed to create a composite measure of stress. A social support 
composite was created by summing participants’ z-scores on the ISSI and the SSQ, as 
these were the two measures that consistently were associated with outcome variables of
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developmental status. Life satisfaction was included as the representative well-being 
variable because it was more consistently highly associated with outcome variables of 
developmental status. Finally, because a composite of the five factors would not be a 
meaningful measure of personality, all personality factors were included separately to 
maintain then- distinct measurements. Child psychosocial development (EPSI) was the 
only child development variable included as it was the only significant predictor of all 
developmental statuses.
Correlations among composite variables and between composite variables and 
developmental status indicators are provided in Table 16. Each composite was highly 
related with measures of developmental status. Higher SES, indicating higher household 
income and higher level of educational achievement, and more social support were both 
related with more advanced generativity status, more identity certainty, and less identity 
concern. The stress composite showed opposite relations: more stress was related with 
lesser achievement of generativity, lower identity certainty, and more identity concern 
(see Table 16). Further, more social support and higher SES were related with less stress 
(see Table 16).
The regression equation predicting generativity from life satisfaction, SES, social 
support, stress, children’s psychosocial development, and the five personality factors was 
significant overall, with R2 =  .50 (F( 10,102) = 10.11 ;/? < .001 (see Table 17). The 
composite measure of social support and the openness and agreeableness factors of 
personality were each responsible for unique proportions of variance beyond that 
predicted by other variables, including SES (social support: sr2 = .05, /(102) = 3.04,/? < 
.01; r = .29; openness: sr2 = .06, /(102) = 3.52,/? < .001; r = .33; agreeableness: sr2 = .02,












Correlations Between Composite Variables and Adult Developmental Status Indicators
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Socioeconomic status (SES) .32*** - . 3 0 ** * .31*** .36*** - . 3 5 ** *
2. Social support composite - - . 3 1* * *  ^^  ★ * * 4 3 *** - . 4 7* * *
3. Stress - - . 30 *** - .  45*** .43***
4. Generativity (LGS) - .37*** - . 4 6 * * *
5. Identity certainty (FLS) - - . 6 0 ** *
6 . Midlife identity concern (MIC) -












Summary Table for Results o f Standard Multiple Regressions Predicting Generativity, Identity Certainty, and Identity Concerns from
Dependent Variable 
Predictor Variable B SEB 0 t sr2 r
Overall
R2
Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) 
Life satisfaction .16 .08 .18 1.91 . 0 2 .19
.50***
Socioeconomic status (SES) .17 .40 .04 .44 . 0 0 .04
Social support 1.17 .38 .27 3.04** .05 .29
Stress - . 2 6 .33 - . 0 7 - . 8 0 . 0 0 - . 0 8
Child’s psychosocial development .03 . 0 2 . 1 2 1.57 . 0 1 .15
Openness .35 . 1 0 .27 3 .52*** .06 .33
Conscientiousness . 2 1 . 1 2 .14 1 .77 . 0 2 .17
Extraversion .09 . 1 2 .07 .74 . 0 0 .07
Agreeableness .30 .14 .18 2 .15* . 0 2 . 2 1
Neuroticism .17 .13 . 1 2 1.24 . 0 1 . 1 2
Identity Certainty 
Life satisfaction .14 .04 .36 4.03*** .08 .37
. 53***
Socioeconomic status (SES) .19 .17 .09 1.13 . 0 1 . 1 1
Social support .31 .17 .16 1 . 8 8 . 0 2 .18
Stress - . 1 7 .14 - . 1 0 - 1 . 2 1 . 0 1 - . 1 2
Child’s psychosocial development . 0 1 . 0 1 .06 .79 . 0 0 .08
Openness .03 .04 .05 .62 . 0 0 .06
Conscientiousness . 1 1 .05 .16 2 .13* . 0 2 . 2 1
Extraversion - . 0 1 .05 - . 0 2 - . 2 3 . 0 0 - . 0 2
Agreeableness . 0 0 .06 - . 0 1 - . 0 8 . 0 0 - . 0 1
Neuroticism - . 0 9 .06 - . 1 5 - 1 . 5 7 . 0 1 - . 1 5
Midlife Identity Concerns 
Life satisfaction - . 1 7 .05 - . 2 9 - 3 .1 3 ** .05 - . 3 0
_ 4 9 ***
Socioeconomic status (SES) - . 1 9 .25 - . 0 6 - . 7 6 . 0 0 - . 0 8












Stress . 1 2 . 2 1 .05 . 56 . 0 0 .06
Child’s psychosocial development - . 0 2 . 0 1 - . 1 5 - 1 . 9 8 * . 0 2 - . 1 9
Openness . 0 0 .06 . 0 0 . 0 2 . 0 0 . 0 0
Conscientiousness - . 1 7 .08 - . 1 8 - 2 .2 5 * .03 - . 2 2
Extraversion - . 0 3 .08 - . 0 4 - . 4 1 . 0 0 - . 0 4
Agreeableness .07 . 09 .06 .76 . 0 0 .07
Neuroticism .16 .09 .18 1.81 . 0 2 .18
Note. Only significant correlates of developmental outcome variables were included as predictors in these regression equations.
*p< .05; **/?< .01; ***/?<.001.
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/(102) = 2.15,/? < .05; r = .21). In combination, all variables together were able to predict 
31% of the variability in generativity.
Overall, the regression predicting identity certainty from the same group of 
variables was also significant, predicting 53% of the variance (R2 = .53 (F(10,102) = 
11.38;/? < .001 (see Table 17). Different variables, however, were responsible for unique 
predictions of variance included in this 53%. Life satisfaction predicted the largest unique 
proportion of variance, with 8 % (sr2 = .08, t(102) = 4.03,/? < .001; r  = .37). The 
conscientiousness factor of personality was also responsible for a significant amount of 
variability (sr2 = .02, t(102) = 2.13,/? < .05; r = .21). In combination, all variables 
together were able to predict 38% of the variability in identity certainty.
A similar proportion of variance was predicted in identity concern for adults in 
middle adulthood by the same variables (R2 = .49 (F(10,102) = 9.79; p  < .001 (see Table 
17). As was the case for identity certainty, life satisfaction and the conscientiousness 
factor of personality were each responsible for a significant unique proportion of variance 
in identity concerns. Life satisfaction had the largest unique contribution again (sr2 = .05, 
r( 102) =  -3.13,/? < .01; r = -.30). Conscientiousness contributed 3% (sr2 = .03, /(102) =  -
2.25,p  < .05; r = -.22). Children’s psychosocial development accounted for 2% of the 
variability in their parents’ identity concerns (sr2 =  .02, /(102) = -1.98,/? <  .05; r = -.19). 
Though their contributions were not significant, the effect sizes of social support (r -  -  
.19) and neuroticism (r = .18) were close and identical to significant predictors.
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Hypothesis: Social Support and Stress Each Mediate the Relation between Parent 
Developmental Status and Child Developmental Status 
One of the main hypotheses of the present research was that stress and social 
support would mediate the relations between child development and adult developmental 
status. If social support and stress behaved as mediators, then the relationship between 
child development and adult developmental status would be explained by the inclusion of 
social support and stress. As recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) in investigating 
mediation, regression analyses can only be performed following examination of variable 
correlations. In order to test for mediation, correlations between all variables in the 
model must reach significance. Then the independent variable is regressed on both the 
proposed mediator (step 1) and the dependent variable (step 2). Finally, the independent 
variable and the proposed mediator are regressed simultaneously on the outcome variable 
(step 3). If the relationship between the independent and outcome variables is reduced to 
an effect of no significance, whereas the relationship between the proposed mediator and 
outcome variables is significant, then full mediation is demonstrated.
Preliminary Correlations
The first requirement to be met in order to proceed with regressions testing for 
mediation was evaluation of correlations between all variables involved. In the case of 
the current analyses, this process required that correlations between adult developmental 
status and child developmental indicators be significant, and that each of these 
developmental variables correlate significantly with social support and with stress. As 
noted previously, child psychosocial development was significantly correlated with 
parents’ generativity and identity concerns (see Table 10). As shown in Table 16, adult
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developmental status was correlated significantly with composite variables of stress and 
of social support. Greater child psychosocial development was significantly related to 
higher levels of parents’ social support (i.e., social support composite), but greater child 
psychosocial development was not significantly related with parents’ stress composite 
(see Table 18). Child age was significantly correlated with parents’ stress (see Table 18), 
indicating that parents reported less stress when their children were older.
Table 18
Correlation Matrix o f Parent Social Support and Stress Composite Measures and Child 
Developmental Status Measures____________________________________________
Variable Social Support Stress Composite
Composite
Child age . 1 1 - . 1 9 *
Child psychosocial development .23* .03
Pubertal development .17 . 0 2




Following the examination of correlations, support for testing mediation of only 
one model was found: testing the mediational role of social support between child 
psychosocial development and parent generativity. The first step in testing for mediation, 
according to Baron and Kenny’s (1986) method, is to regress child psychosocial 
development (i.e., the independent variable) on social support (i.e., the proposed 
mediator). In accordance with this method, a standard multiple regression was performed 
predicting parents’ social support from children’s EPSI scores, entered simultaneously 
with the SES control variable. The overall regression was significant, with R2 = .11 (F(2, 
115) = 6 .8 6 ; p  < .0 1 , but child psychosocial development did not predict a significant
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amount of the variance in parent social support. Mediation analyses were discontinued at 
this point.
Structural Modeling 
Model-fitting analyses using AMOS (i.e., Analysis of MOment Structures; 
Arbuckle, 2003) were conducted to address the hypotheses for the this research.
Structural equation modeling (SEM), with maximum likelihood estimation, was used to 
examine the relation between children’s development and their parents’ adult 
development, between parents’ social support and their adult development, and between 
parents’ stress and their adult development. Models were also tested using identity 
development and generativity as separate constructs. In addition, model fitting was used 
to examine the role of parents’ social support and stress as mediators of the relation 
between child and adult development.
The benefits of utilizing SEM are threefold: First, SEM allows for assessing the 
relationships between latent variables and, therefore, determining how well a model “fits” 
the data, or to what extent it may be used to describe the patterns in the data. In other 
words, the models illustrated in the figures that follow were tested to determine how well 
each describes the current findings. Relationships between latent variables (i.e., 
theoretical variables not directly assessed but constructed by measuring a number of their 
features), as well as between observed (i.e., the features directly assessed) and latent 
variables, are estimated by coefficients and evaluated in terms of their associated t- 
values. By examining tests of overall fit -  or fit indices, described later -  how well each 
model explains the relationship of the ecological variables to the outcome variable can be
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judged. Without acceptable fit indices, path coefficients cannot be meaningfully 
evaluated (Loehlin, 1992; Maruyama, 1998; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2000).
The second key benefit of using SEM in the proposed research relates to the 
measurement of each latent variable. Because development, social support, and stress are 
multifaceted variables (e.g., Newcomb, 1990), it is appropriate to use an analysis that can 
estimate the extent to which the indicators of the latent variables are intercorrelated. That 
is, with SEM it was possible to asses the extent to which indicator variables (i.e., 
observed or directly measured variables) measured the latent variable with which they 
were associated. With model-fitting analyses, it was possible to determine how well each 
measure represented the latent variable.
Finally, SEM was used in order to account for measurement error, which was not 
possible using more traditional analyses. This is especially important in the proposed 
research because the number of questionnaires used lends itself to multiple sources of 
error in the design. Therefore, it was possible determine the estimates of relationships 
among constructs that were not as influenced by the measurement error effects (Hull, 
Lehn, & Tedlie, 1991; Tomarken & Baker, 2003).
Children’s Development and Parents ’ Adult Development
The relation between child development and adult development was examined 
first. In this model, the latent variable of child development included the observed 
variables psychosocial development, pubertal development, and chronological age. The 
latent variable of adult development was measured in terms of generativity, identity 
certainty, and identity concern. More advanced child development was related 
significantly to more advanced adult development (/? = .58,p  <.001; see Figure 1).
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Figure 1
Model depicting the relation between child development, composed of child psychosocial 
development, pubertal development, and chronological age, and adult development, 
composed of generativity, identity certainty, and identity concern. Parameter estimates 
are standardized (*p < .05; ***p < .001). The fit index for this model was ^(7,126)
















According to fit indices, the model representing this relationship provided a good 
fit to the data. Generally, the fit of a SEM model is evaluated with regard to chi-square 
(X2), an inferential statistic, in addition to other descriptive fit statistics (Raykov & 
Marcoulides, 2000). For this model, y?(7,126) = 10.25,p  = .18 (see Table 19; see Table 
20 for the correlation matrix). Because x2 provides a measure of the extent to which the 
data is different from the model predicted, a non-significant x2 is desired (e.g., Raykov & 
Marcoulides, 2000; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).
Because the x2 is sensitive to sample size, three additional fit indices were 
included that are not sensitive to sample size. Bentler and Bonnett (1980) suggest using 
the normed fit index (NFI), which compares the x2 of the proposed model to that of the 
null or independence model, in which there are no relationships between any of the












Fit Indices for Structural Equation Models__________ .____________________________________________________________
Description of Model tf(p) NFI CFI RMSEA [90% CI]~
Simple Model Tests
Child Development -> Adult Development 1 0 .,25 ( .18) .94 .98 .06 [■,00, .14]
Child Development -> Generativity 17.,11 ( .19) .93 . 98 .05 [.,00, .11]
Child Development -> Identity Certainty 2 .,67 ( .26) .96 . 99 .05 [..21, .28]
Mediational Model Tests
Child Development Social Support -> Adult Development 44.,18 ( .03) .89 . 95 .07 [.,02, • U ]
Child Development -> Social Support -> Generativity 55,,58 ( .03) .88 . 96 .06 [•.02, .09]
Child Development -> Parenting Stress -> Adult Development 16,,02 ( .14) .92 . 97 .06 [..00, .12]
Child Development -> Parenting Stress Generativity 19,.42 ( .37) .92 .99 .03 [■.00, .09]
Note. NFI: Normed Fit Index; CFI: Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 90% Cl for 
RMSEA: 90% Confidence Interval for RMSEA.
Table 20
Zero-Order Correlations among Child Development, Adult Development, Social Support, and Stress Variables Included in SEM 
Analyses_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Adult Development
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
l.LGS -  .75*** .85*** . 6 6 *** # 7  7 * * * . 32*** _  . 4  2  * * *
2. LGS-A — .45*** .33*** . 40*** . 16* - .  29***
3 .LGS- I — .56*** .62*** .32*** - . 3 5 * * *
4. LGS -  C — .46*** .15* - . 2 6 * * *
5 . L G S - 0 — . 38*** - . 3 6 * * *






















Child Development Social Support Stress
8 9 1 0 11 12 13 14 15
1. LGS .32*** .08 . 1 1 2  9 * * * # 4 0 * * * .33*** . 38*** -.3 1 * * *
2. LG S-A .18*
O i—t . 2 0 * .16* .35*** .23*** . 30*** - . 2 1 **
3. L G S-I .26** .06 . 1 0 # 27***  ^27*** .30*** _ 3 4 *** - .  27***
4. LGS -  C .28** .03 - .0 5 .14 .19** .16* .16* - .1 6 *
5. LGS -  0 .18* .05 .03  ^32*** . 3 4  *** .25** . 58*** -.3 4 * * *
6 . IC .14 - .0 4 oI _ 4 3 *** .25*** . 2 2 ** . 37*** -.4 1 * * *
7. MIC -.2 5 * * .04 . 0 1 - .  4 o * * * - .3 5 * * * -.3 1 * * * - .  34***  ^4 ]_***
8 . EPSI — .13 .09 ol *oCM .14 .26** - .1 4
9. PDS — .65*** . 0 2 . 2 0 * .19* . 1 1 - .0 8
10. Age — .07 -XCMCM .25** . 1 0 - .0 9
11. SSQ —  ^4 5 ***  ^ 4 4 * * * .38*** -.3 0 * * *
12. ISSI-Fa — .62*** _ 4 7 * * * - .1 9 *
13. ISSI-Fr — .52*** -.10
14. ISSI-Wo — -.22*
15. Stress-P -
Note. LGS: Loyola Generativity Scale; LGS -  A: LGS Altruism Subscale; LGS - 1: LGS Impact on Others Subscale LGS -  C: LGS: 
Creative Endeavor Subscale; LGS -  O: Outliving the Self Subscale; IC: Identity Certainty; MIC: Midlife Identity Concerns; EPSI:
Psychosocial Development; PDS: Pubertal Development; Age: Child Age; SSQ: Social Support Questionnaire (i.e., perceived support 
satisfaction); ISSI-Fa: ISSI: Family Subscale; ISSI-Fr ISSI: Friend Subscale; ISSI-Wo: ISSI: Co-Worker Subscale; Stress-P: Parenting 
Stress
*p  < .05; * * p  < .01; ***/>  < .001.
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variables. The NFI is a value between 0 and 1, with values above .90 indicating a 
good f i t . In the model currently being described, NFI = .94, indicating a great difference 
between the model examined and the null model.
Another statistic, the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), also uses the null 
model as a comparison but yields a value of 1 minus the ratio of the noncentrality from 
the tested model to that of the null model. If the null model truly fits the data as poorly as 
it should, the null model has higher noncentrality, or is less specified. Therefore, the CFI 
is also a value between 0 and 1, with values for the CFI around .95 indicative of a good- 
fitting model. For the model examined here, CFI = .98, indicating a good fit (i.e., a small 
ratio of noncentrality in the examined model to the null model).
A last fit index that was assessed in the current model based on other researchers’ 
recommendations (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999), is the root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA). The RMSEA compares the researcher-described model to a 
model that perfectly fits the data being described (i.e., a saturated model). When the 
RMSEA is less than or equal to .06, and its associated 90% confidence interval (Cl) 
contains zero, a good model is indicated; when RMSEA is .10 or greater, the model is 
poor-fitting (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The RMSEA for this model was .06, with the 90% Cl 
for the RMSEA [.00, .14], indicating a good fit.
The estimate weight on an arrow connecting an observed measure (e.g., 
generativity) with its respective latent variable (e.g., adult development; see Figure 1) 
indicates the correlation of that observed measure with the latent variable. For example, 
the correlation between the adult development construct and generativity was r = .96 (p < 
.001; see Figure 1), indicating that generativity loaded heavily on the construct of adult
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development.. The correlations between adult development and identity certainty and 
between adult development and identity concern were also significant (r = .39 and -.49, 
respectively, bothp  < .05), noticeably smaller than that between adult development and 
generativity. In other words, generativity overlapped a great deal with the adult 
development construct created here, whereas identity certainty and concern overlapped 
less with adult development. These smaller loadings were expected, though, as the error 
terms for identity certainty and identity concern were allowed to correlate. Correlations 
between the child development factor and its indicators, age, pubertal development, and 
psychosocial development were .45, .36, and .51, respectively (all p  < .05; see Figure 1). 
The similarity among these correlations indicates that they were similar in their ability to 
predict child development in this model.
It is important to note that in order to obtain a good fit with the data it was 
necessary to allow the error variance of pubertal development and the error variance of 
chronological age to correlate. Theoretically and empirically, this correlation makes 
sense, as pubertal status and age are highly related, and the present research shows a 
strong correlation between the two measures (see Table 9). In the SEM presented here 
this correlation was also significant (r = .59, p  < .001; see Figure 1), indicating that 
something other than shared variance with the child development construct is responsible 
for part of the association between these two variables. This correlation was retained in 
further modeling analyses. Similarly, the error variance of identity certainty and the error 
variance of identity concern were allowed to correlate in the model because both are 
measures of identity exploration, and they have a high zero-order correlation. Again, this 
correlation indicates that something other than shared variance with the adult
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development construct is responsible for part of the association between these two 
variables.
Next, a separate model examining the relation between child development and 
generativity was investigated (see Figure 2). Child development was modeled identically 
to the way it was represented in the first model, and generativity included the observed 
variables measured by the subscales of the LGS: altruism, impact on others, outliving the 
self, and creativity. More advanced child development was related significantly to more 
advanced generativity in parents (fi = .49,/? <.01; see Figure 2). Fit indices demonstrate 
that this model provided a good fit for the data, with 126) = 17.11,/? = .19 (NFI = 
.93; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .05; 90% Cl for RMSEA [.00, .11]). See Table 19 for fit 
indices and Table 20 for the correlation matrix. As shown in Figure 2, all observed
Figure 2
Model depicting the relation between child development, composed of child psychosocial 
development, pubertal development, and chronological age, and adult generativity, 
composed of subscales of the LGS: altruism, impact on others, outliving the self, and 
creativity. Parameter estimates are standardized (**p< .01; ***p< .001). The fit index 
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variables were significant predictors of their respective latent variable. For observed 
variables making up the construct of child development (i.e., age, psychosocial 
development, and pubertal development), all were fairly equal in their loadings on the 
latent variable. For observed variables making up the construct of generativity, all 
correlations of observed variables with generativity were significant. Impact on others 
and outliving the self subscales loaded more heavily on the latent variable, with slightly 
smaller loadings found for the creativity and altruism subscales (see Figure 2).
Finally, the relation between child development and identity exploration was 
examined separately. This model was unable to fit the data, as demonstrated by the 
assignment of standardized variance values greater than one to identity concern and 
pubertal development. Therefore, the model was modified so as to exclude identity 
concern and measure the relation between the child development construct and the 
observed variable identity certainty (see Figure 3). This model found a moderate fit to the 
data, with tf*(2,126) = 2.67,p  = .26 (NFI = .96; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .05; 90% Cl for 
RMSEA [.21, .28]. See Table 19 for fit indices and Table 20 for the correlation matrix. 
The fit was not considered good because the 90% Cl for RMSEA did not contain zero 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). In addition, the relation between the child development construct 
and identity certainty was not significant (fi = -.02; see Figure 2).
Mediation o f  the Relation between Child Development and Adult Development
In order to examine the extent to which parents’ social support and parents’ stress 
mediated the relations found between child development and adult development and 
between child development and generativity, a series of four additional SEM analyses 
was carried out. It was not possible to conduct mediation SEM analyses with identity
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Figure 3
Model depicting the relation between child development, composed of child psychosocial 
development, pubertal development, and chronological age, and adult identity certainty. 
Parameter estimates are standardized; none were significant. The fit index for this model 












certainty as the outcome variable because the relation between child development and 
identity certainty was not significant (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
First, a model testing whether parents’ social support mediated the relation between child 
development and adult development was tested. Social support observed variables 
included were perceived social support (SSQ), and the three ISSI subscales (i.e., ISSI- 
Family, ISSI-Friends, ISSI-Co-workers). Perceived support satisfaction from spouse 
(SSQS) was not included for two reasons: first, there was more missing data for this 
measure than for the others; secondly, because participants responded for either a 
spouse/partner or an ex-spouse/ex-partner, responses were not consistently responding to
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the same questions, and the amount of overlap between the SSQS and the ISSI-Family 
was not consistent across participants. As stated previously, relations between all three 
variables must reach significance in order to proceed with mediation analyses (Baron & 
Kenny, 1986). As shown in Figure 1 and described earlier in this section, there was a 
positive relation between child development and adult development. As shown in Figure 
4 (see Table 20 for a correlation matrix of all variables included here), die relation 
between child development and adult social support was significant (J3 = .53; p  < .01) 
and the relation between social support and adult development was also significant (/? = 
.68 ;p<  .01). Recall that the initial relation between child development and adult 
development was significant (see Figure 1). Therefore, mediation analysis was allowed. 
When social support was taken into account, mediation was demonstrated. This 
mediational role is supported by the substantial reduction in the relation between child 
development and adult development (J3 -  .26), rendering this relation nonsignificant (see 
Figure 4). Although mediation was supported in this case, the fit indices for this model 
were less than satisfactory overall, indicating a poor fit to the data (x2(28,126) = 44.18,/? 
= .03; NFI = .89; CFI = .95; RMSEA = .07; 90% Cl for RMSEA [.02, .11]). See Table 
19 for fit indices and Table 20 for the correlation matrix.
Next, a model testing whether social support mediated the relation between child 
development and generativity was tested. Social support was constructed as a variable 
made up of perceived support satisfaction (SSQ) and the three subscales of the ISSI, 
support from family, friends, and co-workers. As a first step in testing for mediation, it 
was necessary to examine the relations between all three variables included. Recall from 
Figure 2 that the initial relation between child development and generativity was
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Figure 4
Model depicting social support, composed of perceived support, family support, friend 
support, and co-worker support, as a mediator of the relation between child development, 
composed of child psychosocial development, pubertal development, and chronological 
age, and adult development, composed of generativity, identity certainty, and identity 
concern. Parameter estimates are standardized (**p < .01; ***p < .001). The fit index 































significant. As shown in Figure 5, the relation between child development and parents’ 
social support was significant (J3 = .57; p  < .01). However, the relation between social
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Figure 5
Model depicting social support, composed of perceived support, family support, friend 
support, and co-worker support, as a mediator of the relation between child development, 
composed of child psychosocial development, pubertal development, and chronological 
age, and adult generativity, composed of subscales of the LGS: altruism, impact on 
others, outliving the self, and creativity. Parameter estimates are standardized (**p < .01; 
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support and generativity in this model was not significant (see Figure 5). Therefore, a 
mediational role of social support between child development and generativity was not 
supported. Because the relation between child development and generativity was 
different from that found in the model of that relation alone (i.e., Figure 2), it may be said 
that social support influenced but did not mediate this relationship. Care should be taken 
when interpreting this mediational model, as the fit indices were not acceptable overall, 
indicating a poor fit to the data (^(38,126) = 55.58,p  = .03 (NFI = .88; CFI = .96; 
RMSEA = .06; 90% Cl for RMSEA [.02, .09]). See Table 19 for fit indices and Table 20 
for the correlation matrix.
The next model was initiated to test the mediational role of parents’ stress 
between the relation of child development to adult development. To this end, a model in 
which the stress latent variable was made up of parenting stress, perceived stress, child 
behaviors, stressful life events, and event stressfulness was analyzed. However, this 
model was inadmissible. Therefore, a model was analyzed in which stress was 
represented by a single observed variable, parenting stress (see Figure 6). Parenting stress 
was chosen as the representative measure because it was the one consistently related with 
all outcome measures during regression analyses. The exploration of stress (i.e., 
parenting stress) as mediator between child development and adult development 
continued. Recall from Figure 1 that the relation between child development and adult 
development was significant. As demonstrated in Figure 6, the relation between parenting 
stress and adult development was significant (fi = -.43; p  < .001). However, the relation 
between child development and parenting stress failed to reach significance. Therefore, a 
mediational role of parenting stress between child development and adult development
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Figure 6
Model depicting parenting stress as a mediator of the relation between child 
development, composed of child psychosocial development, pubertal development, and 
chronological age, and adult development, composed of generativity, identity certainty, 
and identity concern. Parameter estimates are standardized (**p < .01; ***p < .001). 



















was not supported. Because the relation between child development and adult 
development was different from that found in the model of that relation alone (i.e., Figure 
1), it may be said that parenting stress influenced this relation but did not mediate it. 
Though mediation was not demonstrated, the fit indices demonstrate a good fit of the 
model to the data, with jf tl  1,126) = 16.02,p  = .14 (NFI = .92; CFI = .97; RMSEA = .06; 
90% Cl for RMSEA [.00, .12]). See Table 19 for fit indices and Table 20 for the 
correlation matrix.
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The final model tested was that of parenting stress mediating the relation between 
child development and generativity. Findings were similar to those in the model testing 
the mediational role of parenting stress in the relation between child development and 
generativity. Recall from Figure 2 that child development and generativity were 
significantly related. The relation between parenting stress and generativity was 
significant in this model {fi = -.30; p  < .05; see Figure 7), but the relation between child 
development and parenting stress was not significant. Therefore, parenting stress is not a 
mediator of the relation between child development and generativity. Though mediation 
was not demonstrated, fit indices for this model indicate that the model was a good fit to 
the data, with / ( 1 8,126) = 19.42,/? = .37 (NFI = .92; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .03; 90% Cl 
for RMSEA [.00, .09]). See Table 19 for fit indices and Table 20 for the correlation 
matrix.
Summary
Model-fitting analyses confirmed findings of more traditional analyses that child 
development and parents’ adult development are related. SEM was further able to show 
that the model constructed here fit the data well, indicating that latent variables were 
defined well by associated observed variables. A similar model of good fit was found for 
the significant relationship between child development and parents’ generativity. 
However, the model of the relationship between child development and parents’ identity 
development was not a good fit to the data. Evidence for the role of social support as a 
mediator between the relationship of child to adult development was supported, but the 
model did not fit the data well. Other models of mediation were not supported.
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Figure 7
Model depicting parenting stress as a mediator of the relation between child 
development, composed of child psychosocial development, pubertal development, and 
chronological age, and adult generativity, composed of subscales of the LGS: altruism, 
impact on others, outliving the self, and creativity. Parameter estimates are standardized 
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CHAPTER III
DISCUSSION
Psychosocial development and identity examination are complex tasks of middle 
adulthood. As with all developmental pursuits, each individual enters middle adulthood 
with a unique ecological composition and history that impacts his or her present 
environment and the manner in which their development proceeds. Between the ages of 
around 35 to 60, adults normatively think differently about the next generation than they 
did in earlier life and than they may later in life. Whether it is out of an inner desire or a 
response to a cultural demand, or both, adults at this time of life begin to exhibit an 
increased concern for the next generation, belief in the species, and begin to act on these 
new thoughts. An adult around this age span may also begins to think about her or 
himself in a different light than in early adulthood (e.g., McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992; 
Ryff & Migdal, 1984; Stewart et al., 2001). The extent to which and ways in which an 
individual develops a sense of needing to provide for the next generation can be 
determined by a number of internal and external, interpersonal and intrapersonal 
variables. In addition, the intensity of thought about one’s identity, rethinking one’s 
identity, and ruminating on one’s past choices may be impacted by these internal and 
external, interpersonal and intrapersonal variables.
The research presented in the current paper considers a group of adults in middle 
adulthood who are parenting pre-adolescent and adolescent children. These parents range 
in age from 31 to 61 years. The microsystems (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 1989) in which
114
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they live are made up of children from toddlers through the mid-thirties, though their 
children who are investigated here are 11 to 18 years old. Also in their microsystems are 
partners, husbands, wives, parents, close friends, and co-workers. Along with the regular 
dealings with these individuals, parents’ microsystems include their feelings about their 
bodies and their psychological selves.
In Bronfenbrenner’s (1979; 1989) terms, development proceeds in more than one 
environment, and all the contexts interact. In the lives of these parents, their 
microsystems of self, work, friends, and family are all interrelated (Bronfenbrenner,
1979; 1989), creating mesosystems where they deal with relations between their families 
at home and their places of work, for example, and relations between their roles as parent 
and spouse. Not only are the parents’ microsystems related, but their microsystems are 
related with those of the individuals within their microsystems. Parents, therefore, live 
within exosystems incorporating their children’s interactions with peer groups or a 
partner’s interactions with his or her co-workers. These systems all exist within the 
macrosystem of cultural context which dictate the ways the parents describe their life 
opportunities, customs, material resources, and educations, fpr example (Bronfenbrenner, 
1979; 1989).
Further, and perhaps most important to the present research, macrosystems 
parents in which develop must be considered with respect to time. In other words, each 
system and the relationships between them change as time progresses and parents 
develop. When this chronosystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 1989) is considered, it is 
possible to realize the importance of changes in socioeconomic status, family structure, 
stressors, and social supports over time. It is clear from these mothers and fathers that
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their personal histories, personalities, social supports, stressors, and children’s 
development bear on their middle adulthood stages of exploration and growth.
In this examination of the ecological experience of developmental status in 
middle adulthood, one of the main contributions is the broad picture of middle adulthood. 
First, there are a handful of background demographics that appear to be important when 
determining one’s levels of generativity, identity concern and certainty. In addition, the 
“Big Five” personality traits are all related with adult development. Social support and 
stress in the microsystems of parents’ lives also contribute to their development in middle 
adulthood. As hypothesized, their children’s development also plays a role.
Parents ’ Chronosystems: Age, Income, Education, and Marital Status
Focusing first on the demographic variables investigated in this project, those 
variables closely related to the chronosystem as they clearly involve circumstances in all 
systems over time, it is clear that educational attainment, household income, and marital 
status play large roles in adult developmental status. This finding corroborates other 
research on generativity (Dillon et al., 2003; Kim & Youn, 2002) and extends it to 
include other developmental status indicators. For parents in middle adulthood, drawn 
from the wide range of socioeconomic backgrounds evidenced in their wide range of 
household income and education levels, these prominent parts of the adult’s ecology are 
highlighted.
Reflecting findings of Kim and Youn (2002) that show educational attainment 
significantly relates to greater generativity beyond the effects of SES and employment 
status (i.e., employed or unemployed), results of the present work show that level of 
education is most predictive of generativity even when other background variables are
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considered. Perhaps the experience one gains while acquiring higher levels of education 
allows him or her to think in more generative ways, learning not only about ways in 
which one can assist others but acquiring skills to do this. By and large, the more 
educated an individual is, the more positively he or she can view a generative self (Keyes 
& Ryff, 1998; Kim & Youn, 2002). Further, individuals who pursue higher levels of 
education attain knowledge that may itself be passed on. Household income, on the other 
hand, is more predictive of identity certainty and concern than education is. Parents in 
middle adulthood, therefore, are less likely to be self-absorbed if they have been highly 
educated, but are more secure in their identities when they have greater financial 
resources.
One surprising aspect of the relative importance of socioeconomic background is 
that chronological age did not have the same role. Some past research (e.g., Brennan, 
2002; Dillon et al., 2003; McAdams et al., 1997) demonstrates that an adult’s age is 
closely related to their level of generativity, with individuals in their middle adult years 
demonstrating greater generativity than young adults and older adults. The present 
research, however, shows no association between adults’ chronological age and their 
generative interest. It is possible that the lack of age distinctions is due to the fact that all 
adults included are in middle adulthood. Therefore, they are all at the stage of what 
Erikson (1959) describes as the time when generativity is of high importance and are 
perhaps too close in age and role to show clear distinctions in their concern for providing 
for the next generation. It is also possible that psychosocial development has more to do 
with social maturity (i.e., the ability to relate to others individually and in a group in a
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responsible and flexible way) than with chronological age, as found by Domino and 
Affonso (1990), especially in the case of generativity.
Similarly, identity concerns do not increase with age in middle adulthood. Again, 
it is possible that the closeness in age of adults studied here resulted in this lack of age 
distinctions in identity concern; it is also possible, as with generativity, that chronological 
age is not related as closely with developmental outcomes as are other variables. The 
similarity of identity concerns and generativity, in that age was not a key determinant of 
either, is likely attributed the similarity in the measurement of these two developmental 
status types. Both identity concern and generativity are presented mainly in terms of 
external contributions to and views of one’s environment. For example, much of identity 
concern is defined as insecurities about the ways one has performed in life so far (e.g., 
“wondering if I have put too much emphasis on certain things in my life while neglecting 
other important things”) and generativity in terms of impacting others and creating. 
Perhaps, though their ages spanned 30 years, parents of 14 to 18 year olds focus on 
similar concrete tasks.
On the other hand, feeling secure in and committed to one’s identity is more 
characteristic of the parents older in years. Focusing on more of the internal 
characteristics of one’s life, such as having a sense of being one’s “own person”, and 
feeling more positively about them, is clearly an attribute of older parents. Because these 
parents with stronger senses of identity also entered parenthood later, it is possible that 
they spent some extra time before becoming parents solidifying their individuality.
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Parents ’ Microsystems: Personality and Well-Being 
Moving on to two most intrapersonal forms of the adult microsystem explored in 
the present study, developmental status is closely related to personality and well-being. 
Whether defined as generativity or in terms of identity certainties and concerns, adult 
development of parents in middle adulthood is closely tied with each of the “Big Five”, 
as well as with well-being.
Adhering closely to a view of personality traits being set in “plaster” (e.g., 
McCrae et al., 1999,2000; see Srivastava, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2003, for a review) 
before middle adulthood, age bears no relation to personality across middle adulthood 
here. On the other hand, parents at this time of life who are inclined to provide for the 
next generation also are more open to experience, more friendly, more reliable, more 
agreeable, and less emotionally stable. The same description holds for the parent who 
feels more secure with her or his identity, whereas the opposite holds for the parent who 
fears he or she has not made the most satisfying decisions in life thus far. Therefore, it 
appears that personality is related with both internal and external aspects of 
developmental status at middle adulthood. A further observation that may be drawn here 
is that the plasticity a number of researchers (e.g., Haan, Millsap, & Hartka, 1986; see 
Srivastava et al., 2003, for a review) have attributed to personality in adulthood may be 
more closely linked with developmental status than with age. In other words, it is 
possible that the controversy over whether personality can change as a result of 
environmental circumstances and/or age (Srivastava et al., 2003) could be informed by 
investigation of generativity and other developmental statuses. The presence or absence 
of a linkage between change in personality traits with respect to time or environment may
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be mediated or moderated by propensity toward generativity or identity examination. 
Future research on developmental status and personality in adulthood will contribute to 
the present understanding of personality and middle adulthood.
Looking specifically at personality factors most predictive of the propensity to 
pass on knowledge and experience to make the world better for the next generation, it is 
not surprising that being responsible, imaginative and open-minded, assertive, and 
cooperative are traits that can describe more generative parents. Generativity is not 
affected by one’s level of neuroticism, nor by ones’ psychological symptoms, but it is 
affected by general life satisfaction. Identity examination, whether achieved by thinking 
about more external life choices or by assessing more internal individual uniqueness, is 
largely determined by conscientiousness and neuroticism. The effects of these two 
personality traits on identity seem sensible, as an adult who is conscientious can be 
viewed as someone who is dependable and who can most likely depend on herself or 
himself to make responsible decisions or to manage the consequences of his or her 
decisions. An adult who is easily upset due to a lack of emotional stability likely also 
finds difficulty successfully managing such consequences.
Findings here clearly support Erikson’s (1963) assertion that individuals who 
effectively negotiate psychosocial stages appropriate to their age group (e.g., successfully 
showing or feeling generativity in middle adulthood) will have better psychological 
health than their less successful counterparts. Psychological symptoms such as feelings of 
depression, loneliness, and anxiety may similarly hinder an adult’s capacity to deal with 
the decisions he or she has made in life prior to or during middle adulthood, thus the 
predictive power of psychological symptoms of identity certainty and concerns in the
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present sample of parents. These symptoms can also impede positively thinking about 
identity in middle adulthood, as an adult dealing with any depression, loneliness, or 
anxiety -  or any combination of symptoms -  may view his or her identity as something of 
which to be ashamed or may lack the ability to see his or her identity from a positive 
perspective. Further, focusing on management of symptoms or being negatively effected 
by symptoms can consume energy that may have otherwise been devoted to resolving 
identity issues. Being generally satisfied in life, indicated by parents in the current study 
in terms of feeling that life was full and hopeful, for example, also appears to give an 
individual the freedom to explore identity in middle adulthood.
The Family Microsystem 
Investigation of the impact of children’s development on parents’ developmental 
status in middle adulthood is central to the current research. Children’s development is 
indicated in terms of psychosocial development, pubertal development, and chronological 
age in order to more fully describe the status of the development of pre-adolescent and 
adolescent children than one of those indicators could alone, as well as to look into the 
different types of children’s development that may impact their parents. Contrary to 
results of past research (Rosenthal, et al. 1981), correlational analyses indicate that 
adolescents’ chronological age is not directly related to their psychosocial development 
in the current sample of pre-adolescents and adolescents. However, model fitting analysis 
demonstrates that these three indicators of child development make up a coherent 
construct (see Figure 1). More importantly for the present research, more advanced child 
development as defined by this construct is related to developmental status in middle 
adulthood, thus one of the main hypotheses of the current research is upheld.
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Psychosocial development of children is related to their parents’ psychosocial 
development. Both forms of analysis employed in the current research clearly 
demonstrate this finding. First, regression analysis demonstrates a clear link between 
child psychosocial development and parent psychosocial development, and neither 
child’s chronological age nor pubertal development is related in the same way. Model 
fitting analyses served to strengthen this discovery.
When a child has attained a more psychosocially mature status, his or her parent 
may feel more generative for a number of reasons. Whether consciously or 
subconsciously, a parent may feel he or she can now devote more attention to creativity 
and other generative acts that will have an impact on others. Perhaps a parent also feels 
that his or her more psychosocially mature child can more hilly appreciate the advice, 
direction, and morals, for example, the parent has to pass on and, therefore, more fully 
explore generativity. Further, a more psychosocially advanced adolescent may ask more 
of a parent cognitively and personally when, for example, he or she requests more 
autonomy. Development of autonomy is a normative aspect of adolescence, especially 
when the adolescent is exploring identity (e.g., Steinberg & Silk, 2002). In the process of 
granting this autonomy, parents may feel the desire to give advice and guidance in new 
ways. This support for the main hypothesis of the current research builds on past research 
that demonstrates a decline in parents’ well-being (i.e., more psychological symptoms; 
e.g., Pasley & Gecas, 1984; Silverberg & Steinberg, 1990) and an increase in family and 
parent-child conflict (e.g., Holmbeck, 1996; Sagrestano, et al., 1999) as children become 
more psychosocially advanced.
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In addition to children’s psychosocial development being associated with their 
parents’ generativity statuses, it also is related to parents’ identity concerns. This finding 
supports and expands upon Silverberg and Steinberg’s (1987) research, which found an 
association between parent identity concern and adolescents’ increasing emotional 
autonomy. The study presented in die current paper shows that identity concern is related 
with adolescent psychosocial development construed more broadly, incorporating 
developmental tasks faced throughout childhood and adolescence. A child who is more 
mature in terms of psychosocial developmental achievements, it appears, tends to assure 
his or her parent -  either actively or passively -  that the parent’s identity choices are 
good. Such a parent can, for example, describe her or his choices about child raising and 
partner and marital relationships in a positive manner. Further, this parent can more 
certainly say she or he made acceptable choices at a younger age and has placed 
emphasis on the “important things” in life (Silverberg & Steinberg, 1990).
Because of the cross-sectional nature of the current research, parents and children 
who participated in this study were investigated simultaneously and at only one point in 
time, and it is not possible to ascertain the directionality of the relationships found 
between children’s developmental statuses and parents’ adult developmental statuses. 
Therefore, it is possible that either children’s development influences their parents’ adult 
development, or that the relationship functions in the other direction, with parents’ adult 
development influencing that of their children. Perhaps parents who are more secure in 
their identities are more capable of assisting their children in exploring identity or 
provide better role models for children exploring identity. It is also reasonable to 
speculate that children may benefit from having parents who are more focused on
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teaching valuable skills, who are more creative, and who want their contributions to live 
beyond their lifetimes. As a result, these children may have more advanced psychosocial 
development because they have had support in many forms to successfully negotiate life 
in this area. Further, it is possible that because parents and their children share many of 
the same micro and macrosystems, there is an ongoing reciprocal relationship between 
adult and child development. With multiple informants within each family investigated, 
the present research provides a strong base for future longitudinal studies of the changes 
in child and adult development and the ways in which they interact.
The finding that children’s psychosocial development does not relate to identity 
certainty in the current research is of interest, and may relate to the distinction made with 
respect to parents’ chronological age and age at entry to parenthood. This finding during 
regression analyses is most likely also responsible for the fact that model fitting analyses 
were unable to find a suitable relation between child development and parents’ identity 
development when it included identity certainty and identity concern. The distinction 
made here is that the measurement of identity concern and that of generativity is 
described in terms of more external activities, such as confidence in the way one has 
raised her or his children (Silverberg, & Steinberg, 1990) and the degree to which one 
would enjoy the job of a teacher (McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992). On the other hand, an 
adult with a higher level of identity certainty has described her or himself as feeling life is 
moving well, sensing one’s individuality as his or her own person, and feeling he or she 
lives up to opportunities (Stewart et al., 2001). It appears that the internal identity 
examinations of parents of pre-adolescents and adolescents are disconnected from their 
children’s psychosocial development, pubertal development, and age. It is likely that the
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internal identity examinations of these parents are connected more to the time and energy 
they devoted in their years pre-parenthood to establish their identities. This view follows 
from the finding that identity certainty is the only one of the three adult developmental 
status indicators that relates with parents’ age and age at entry to parenthood. Indeed, this 
idea also is supported by other researchers (Coltrane & Ishii-Kuntz, 1992; Helms- 
Erikson, 2001). Helms-Erikson (2001) found that adults who delayed parenthood had 
higher levels of education compared with agemates who began childrearing earlier in life. 
Therefore, it is plausible that this time and educational experience affords the individual 
more experience negotiating relationships with others, as demonstrated by Coltrane and 
Ishii-Kuntz (1992), and thinking about identity, as demonstrated in the current research.
Social Support and Stress in Parents ’ Mesosystems 
Whereas the parent-child relationship has a place in the parent’s microsystem of 
the family in which they live and develop, social support spans multiple microsystems for 
parents in middle adulthood. The present study affords a wealth of information regarding 
parents’ perceptions of social support in general and from a spouse or partner, as well as 
the frequency of their contact with supports in their networks of family, friends, an co­
workers. Further, social support appears to play a large role in adult development, 
corroborating the findings of research linking social support with child, adolescent, and 
young adult development (e.g., Cantor, under review; Greenberg, Siegel, & Leitch, 1983; 
Moore & Boldero, 1991) and expanding the research in this area well into the lifespan. 
These interesting results are related to those of Peterson (2003) and McAdams and his 
colleagues (1997), which showed that generative women not only felt the desire to care 
for others but felt cared for in return.
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It is clear from the findings of the current study that generativity status in middle 
adulthood is differentially affected by the various types of supports. It appears that 
generativity is associated most with tangible support from family and co-workers, in the 
form of frequency of contacts, even when perceived support and tangible support in the 
form of a network of friends are available. Perhaps through interactions with family and 
co-workers parents gain knowledge about ways to be generative and have opportunities 
to carry out generative acts. The family and workplace are ideal settings in which to 
demonstrate generativity through inclination toward acts of creativity and teaching that 
will survive beyond one’s lifetime. Indeed, Erikson (1959) and more recent researchers of 
generativity (e.g., McAdams & de St. Aubin, 1992; McAdams et al., 1997) point to 
passing along knowledge, skills, or morals to children or other younger family members 
as some of the key ways to express generativity. The workplace is an additional place 
generativity may regularly be expressed, as mentoring a younger or more novice 
colleague, creating policies, and otherwise contributing to the longevity of others and 
institutions are other principle areas in which generativity is expressed. Further, the 
feeling of supports at work may be indicative of satisfaction there as well. Previous 
research with highly educated women has shown that generative individuals tend to be 
more satisfied with work, and they value their occupations as a means through which to 
care for others (Peterson & Klohnen, 1995; Peterson & Stewart, 1996).
Different from generativity, most of the environmental influences on identity 
exploration and re-examination in middle adulthood stem from perceived social support. 
The actual quantity of received support is comparatively less important in predicting 
identity development in middle adulthood than is perceived support. This distinction
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supports past findings honing in on the distinct functions of perceived and received 
support (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Sarason, Shearin, Pierce, & Sarason, 1987; Wethington & 
Kessler, 1986). Thus, the current study confirms previous work in the broader social 
support literature. It extends these findings in its demonstration that parents of pre­
adolescents and adolescents benefit from the knowledge that their families and friends are 
available with support more than from the actual receipt of supportive behaviors when 
focusing on their identities. It appears that when thinking about their own identities, what 
makes them unique, and the choices they have made that shape their lives, parents rely on 
knowing that supportive others are present in their lives. It is not the actual number of 
times they speak with or see their supportive friends, colleagues, or family members or 
the actual presence of these individuals in their lives on a regular basis, but simply 
knowing that these individuals will be able to help if needed that assists parents in feeling 
secure in the choices they have made and the identities they have formed.
Stress in parents’ lives is also something that can be viewed in terms of 
mesosystems. Though individual stressors may be experienced internally or as a result of 
experiences with family members or colleagues (i.e., in a microsystem), it is likely that 
stressors from these different sources interact to produce an overall experience of stress. 
Like the different forms of social supports investigated here, various stressors 
differentially impact parents’ developmental statuses as well. However, it appears that 
stress in parents’ lives negatively impacts generativity and identity examination in middle 
adulthood in similar patterns. Specifically, the same two forms of stress seem to predict 
variation in developmental status more strongly than the others: parenting stress and 
perceived stress.
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Thus, stress specific to the parental role makes it more difficult for parents to 
develop generativity. Dealing with thoughts of parenting as a stressful part of a parent’s 
life can be an obstacle for parents when they feel, for example, that children’s behavior is 
often embarrassing, that they are not emotionally close with their children, and that 
children do not give them hope for the future (Berry 8c Jones, 1995). Clearly, these 
thoughts could burden a parent to the point of not having the ability to express concern 
for the welfare of the next generation or wanting to create anything abstract or tangible 
that may be of use beyond his or her lifetime. In addition, if the family is one of the 
primary microsystems in which an adult expresses generativity (Erikson, 1959), and 
parenting stress is part of that microsystem, then this stress can have a considerable 
impact on generativity. Further, stress in the parental role hinders identity exploration in 
middle adulthood. Adults whose mental energies are occupied by negative thoughts about 
one of their most central parts of life -  because they do not feel they have accomplished 
what they have wanted to as a parent, because they feel their efforts as a parent have been 
overburdening, or due to another source of parenting stress -  seem less able to focus 
energies on identity examination. These findings mimic and expand those of past 
researchers such as Peterson and Stewart (1996), who found that gratification in the 
parenting role was associated with motivation to be generative.
The other form of stress that appears to hinder parents’ generativity development 
status and identity exploration status is perceived stress. Without regard for the number of 
stressful life events, such as marital disputes, deaths of friends or family members, 
changing residence (Kiyak et al., 1976), and also without regard for the amount of stress 
caused by each event a parent has experienced in the past year, it is the adult’s perception
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of his or her general ability to handle stress that impacts developmental status. Similar to 
parents’ perceptions of the stresses caused by their parental roles, parents’ views of their 
abilities to manage and control stress takes up energies that may have otherwise been 
devoted to identity exploration. If an adult does not feel he or she can control important 
things in life, feels he or she is frequently overcome by increasing numbers of hardships, 
or feels unable to cope with general tasks (Cohen et al., 1983), generative acts may be 
something they avoid. Such parents may not feel that their contributions will assist future 
generations or that they can manage the exertion it might take to offer advice, for 
example. Further, the parent who perceives his or her ability to handle stress negatively 
may not feel good about his or her identity.
Because of findings encountered in model fitting, it is of interest to discuss the 
measurement of social support and stress. Because both social support and stress are 
multifaceted constructs (e.g., Newcomb, 1990), they are each assessed from various 
perspectives in the present research. However, it appears that the group of measures used 
to measure stress in the present research differs in the way the variable is constructed 
from those used to measure social support. Because social support is measured in terms 
of perception/satisfaction in addition to being measured in terms of number of contacts 
with a social network, a clear picture of social support is represented in analyses, as 
illustrated by the ability to include this model of social support in SEM. Though 
mediation was not established, the four social support variables (i.e., support from 
friends, family, and co-workers, and perceived support satisfaction; support from spouse 
was excluded due to potential overlap with family support) create a clear and measurable 
social support construct.
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On the other hand, the indicators of stress measured in the current study do not 
create a clear and measurable construct. As with social support, stress is measured from 
different angles (i.e., number of stressful events in addition to reported stress levels: event 
stressfulness, general perceived stress, and parenting stress). However, it is clear from 
SEM analyses that this group of stress measures taken together are not as informative as 
any measure is alone. These variables do not provide a complete picture of stress without 
knowledge of how an individual copes with the stressors and perceived stress in his or 
her life. Some individuals may function better under higher levels of stress, whereas 
others function optimally with lower stress. In other words, some individuals may prefer 
a stressful environment to one with less stress. Therefore, it will be informative for future 
research to evaluate how an individual feels about how he or she deals with and perceives 
stress. For example, it may be possible to begin gathering such information by adding a 
section to the Stressful Life Events (Kiyak et al., 1976) survey included in the present 
research. At present, a respondents are asked whether or not they have experienced each 
of a number of common stressful events, then asked to what extent the event was stressful 
for them. The proposed additional column would further probe into respondents’ 
experiences of stress by asking about the extent to which this stress felt disruptive or 
compromised their functioning.
The Ecology o f Parents in Middle Adulthood 
It is informative to discuss the findings for each level of parents’ ecology 
examined in the current research (e.g., mesosystems of stress and social support), as there 
is much to be gained here in terms of investigating the importance of one type of social 
support over another, for example. However, one of the key purposes of this project is to
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investigate parents’ developmental statuses within their ecology. That is, it is imperative 
to discuss here the analyses completed investigating generativity, identity certainty, and 
identity concern with respect to all contextual variables included.
High levels of social support and openness to experience are most closely related 
with generativity, showing moderate effect sizes. Therefore, it appears that availing 
oneself of various opportunities to give to and guide the next generation, as well as 
benefiting from being surrounded by supportive others, is important with regard to the 
status of an adult’s generative concern. Openness to experience incorporates being open 
to different opportunities as well as being imaginative, both characteristics that can 
promote creating for and giving to the next generation. Being surrounded by supportive 
individuals can provide a means for learning ways to be generative and a means for 
bestowing generative acts. Further, the social support network can give an adult feedback 
regarding such generativity, encouraging their continuation of such creations and 
advisement. Life satisfaction and conscientiousness also have noticeable effect sizes, 
though they are small-to-moderate. It seems sensible that adults would need to have 
found some fulfillment in life and feel a sense of responsibility in order to want to and 
feel a duty pass on a piece of their lives.
Being satisfied with one’s life is the ecological variable with a moderate-to-large 
effect size with regard to identity certainty and identity concern. It makes sense that being 
generally satisfied with one’s life is the variable most strongly related to a sense of 
identity certainty and less identity concern, as these developmental status outcomes 
incorporate feeling good about one’s past choices and feeling secure with one’s character. 
Being secure in past choices and feeling that they have had a positive impact on one’s
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current life promotes identity certainty and hinders concern in this area. It also seems 
sensible that embodying the responsibility that accompanies the conscientiousness trait 
and the anxiety and the emotional instability that accompanies the neuroticism trait are 
two parts of an adult’s experience that are more strongly related to identity status than the 
remaining factors. Being surrounded by supportive others can give opportunities for 
adults to gain feedback about the choices they have made in life; these reciprocal 
supportive relationships can assist in changing life choices that have not been beneficial, 
both in pointing out changes to be made and assisting with carrying them out, and can 
serve to applaud choices that have been beneficial. One distinction between the identity 
status outcome variables is that children’s psychosocial development was related more 
closely with identity concern, as demonstrated by a small-to-moderate effect size 
compared with a small effect size on identity certainty. This relationship seems fitting as 
identity certainty is measured in more external terms that involve specific life choices 
including those around children.
It appears, therefore, that the ecological background of this study is supported. A 
glance at Table 18 will convey the overall message: there are multiple areas of an adults’ 
contexts that are related to their developmental statuses. A large proportion of variability 
in generativity, identity certainty, and identity concern can be determined by knowing 
about an adult’s life satisfaction, SES, social support, stress, child’s psychological 
development, and personality. Looking a bit more closely, it is clear that about half of 
this variability can be attributed to individual variables, and the rest can be attributed to 
the combination of all them. Taking into account those variables with moderate and 
small-to-moderate effect sizes, it becomes clear across types of adult developmental
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status that general life satisfaction, social support, child psychosocial development, and 
the personality factor conscientiousness are most related to adult developmental status 
when variables from all areas of the environment are considered.
The analyses discussed in previous sections of this discussion section demonstrate 
that it is informative to know about any specific aspect of an adult’s ecology (e.g., social 
support, well-being), as demonstrated by the robust proportions of variability accounted 
for. However, the inclusion of all ecological variables in analyses highlights the 
importance of conducting ecological research. Though it is not possible to truly 
investigate every one of the variables an adult encounters and the relations of each of 
these variables to all others in mesosystems and chronosystems — an immense if not 
infinite number of variables -  the present research provides a comprehension of the 
ecology of adulthood developmental status.
Limitations o f the Study and Future Directions 
Given the cross-sectional nature of this research, perhaps the largest limitation of 
the current research project is that it is not possible to discuss direction of effects or 
assign causality to one variable or set of variables. Though the major questions of the 
study were addressed, and much variance accounted for, it is not possible to go beyond a 
statement of relationship to one of prediction. For example, child development, social 
support, stress, well-being, and personality are all related to parent developmental status 
in the present study. However, a future longitudinal project would be more likely to be 
able to specify certain variables in each of these areas that must be present in order for 
adult development to be successful.
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In order to complete a longitudinal study, it would be necessary to begin with a 
larger sample than that participating in this research project as well, as there would be a 
decrease in the sample size over time. Analyses in the current project were also limited to 
an extent by the sample size. Though the response rate was adequate, future research will 
benefit from more parents and children being able to be matched. That is, although 
almost 200 adults and 300 children participated in the current research, many of the key 
analyses required matches between parents and children, reducing the number of parents 
who could be included to 126. This number is acceptable for regression analyses, but 
when certain groups, such as fathers or mothers of sons are investigated, numbers are 
low.
If future research aims to increase the number of participants included, then 
fathers should be a target group. Because of the fact that only 20 fathers were able to be 
paired with a child in the current research, it is difficult to draw any dependable 
conclusions for them. Also, because of the small number of individuals of color (i.e., not 
Caucasian) included in the current sample, it is difficult to know whether and how the 
results presented here might differ for a more diverse group. It is possible that different 
variables are more important to the middle adult development of individuals of color, and 
it is possible that similar patterns would be found. Future research can answer these 
questions by involving more racially diverse samples. The current research provides a 
starting point with regard to diversity of samples, as it includes individuals from a wide 
range of socioeconomic statuses.
Future research might illuminate some of the findings of the current study by 
expanding the variables studied. For example, Silverberg and Stenberg (1990) found that
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work role orientation (i.e., commitment to one’s role of paid worker) moderated the 
association between child development and parents’ well-being. The current paper 
provides some information about work, but this is in the form of social network size. 
Perhaps the relationship between child development and generativity or identity 
examination is similarly changed by parents’ work role orientations.
Another area that future research can expand upon the present findings regarding 
the relation between child and adult development. Designs in the future can include 
inquiries about specific events that occur between parents and children and relate these 
events to developmental statuses. For example, one event in family life that may be 
evaluated is a child’s demand for autonomy in decision-making. This is a normative 
occurrence that parents of adolescents encounter, and it relates to children’s psychosocial 
development (e.g., Silverberg & Steinberg, 1987). Therefore, if children are assessed 
with regard to the frequency with which they made such demands, a more concrete and 
tangible way of assessing adolescent development can be analyzed with respect to 
parents’ development. Parents could similarly be asked about specific generative acts.
Conclusion and Implications 
It is clear from the current study that children’s and parents’ developmental 
statuses are related. Though the current study does not have the ability to clarify the 
direction of effects responsible, it can be stated that this relationship is not due to the 
mere passing of time; that is, child and adult development do not increase together simply 
because children and their parents are aging. Only future research will be able to 
determine whether there is a predictive relationship between these two developmental 
trajectories and which way the prediction flows. However, the current research combined
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with the theory from which it originates provides impetus for that research. Namely, there 
are various points in Erikson’s (1959) theory of middle adults working toward 
generativity that can be supported by the current finding that children’s development is 
related to it. One point in Erikson’s theory of a focus on generativity development in 
middle adulthood to which children’s development can clearly be related is that 
sometimes generativity is driven by an adult’s desire to be needed (McAdams, Hart, & 
Maruna, 1998). When parents see their children becoming more independent and 
developing their own identities, parents may feel more needed and be driven to act on 
generative inclinations. Further, parents change as a result of their children’s newly 
attained abilities, behaviors which often require parents to consider their own behaviors 
and attitudes (Slater, 2003). Therefore, a new supply of energy for development may be 
provided by the changes of their children.
Notwithstanding the methodological concerns mentioned previously, the present 
research is robust in its cross-sectional family multiple-informant procedure and has 
important implications for theory on adult developmental status. It is also clear from the 
current project that multiple variables in adults’ environments must be assessed in order 
to have a clear picture of what is important for middle adulthood development. Assessing 
the relations of each contextual variable with relation to adult development separately 
demonstrates that within each type of environmental variable (e.g., stress, social support, 
child development) there is a pattern that tells us which form of the variable is most 
highly related with developmental status. For example, perceived social support does not 
seem to be related with generative concern status in the same way that it is related with 
identity examination in middle adulthood. Other forms of social support are related with
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generativity, however. The ecological nature of the project, which lead to simultaneous 
analysis of a variety of different contextual variables, allows for an interpretation not just 
of the relations between developmental status and each variable, but to determine the 
combination of variables most clearly and strongly associated with developmental status.
A key implication of this work on parents in middle adulthood is that it is 
important and necessary to consider all variables in adults’ environments when assessing 
their development, or when considering any one aspect of their lives. When speaking 
with such parents about the influences on their lives, it is likely that they will convey the 
belief that their pre-adolescent and adolescent children, as well as other aspects of their 
lives such as their home and work contexts, do impact them. In other words, parents at 
this stage may not believe research is necessary, as they can confirm that these variables 
influence their lives, states of being, and changes on their own. However, the findings of 
the current research confirm with data these ecological effects. Further, parents may 
believe that their children affect various aspects of their lives. Though the direction of 
effects cannot be ascertained in the current research, the results presented here clearly 
demonstrate that there is evidence of bidirectional effects. That is, parents may affect 
their children, but children also affect their parents.
Another implication of the current research expands upon this need to view the 
variety of contexts in which parents live. Parents of pre-adolescent and adolescent 
children need to be viewed as much more than simply parents. The findings reported in 
the present paper confirm with data what parents likely know: It is important to consider 
them as adults with roles other than that of parent. Though parenting stress affects them, 
parents in middle adulthood are affected by stressors from other aspects of life. Further,
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from the ecological analyses presented here it is clear that even in the presence of this 
parenting role stress, parents in middle adulthood are influenced by the supportive others 
in their lives (i.e., family and co-workers) even more strongly. Therefore, it is important 
to see these individuals as partners, daughters, sons, sisters, brothers, neighbors, friends, 
and members of various segments of the workforce in addition to being parents. 
Following from these implications, it appears that parents may need to be supported in 
ways commensurate with these roles.
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Dear Parent or Guardian,
My name is Elise Cantor. I am a doctoral student in developmental psychology at the University 
of New Hampshire (UNH). I am writing to you because you have a child in middle or high school, and we 
are trying to understand parents’ lives and how families work when children are pre-teens and teenagers. 
Briefly, for my dissertation study I am interested in parents’ experiences at this time in your child’s life. I 
am also interested in pre-adolescents’ and adolescents’ growth and family experiences.
Your child(ren)’s school has graciously agreed to allow me to ask students to fill out 
questionnaires at school. In order for me to do this, it is necessary that I receive parental permission. So I 
am asking you to please read the attached form labeled “Informed Consent for My Child to Participate” and 
indicate by signing on the bottom of the page whether you are willing to allow your child(ren) to 
participate.
In addition, I would like to ask you (and your child’s other parent, if available) to fill out an 
anonymous questionnaire about your own experiences. These surveys may be completed online or on 
paper, whichever is most convenient for you. You will complete your survey on your own, in the place and 
at the time of your choice. Please indicate on the attached form labeled “Informed Consent for Parent(s)” 
form whether or not you are also willing to participate. Then, if participating, provide your address and/or 
email address so that I may mail the surveys to you or provide a web link to the surveys.
To thank you for your participation, your child(ren) will be entered into a lottery to win a $ 100 
savings bond and you will be entered into a lottery to win a $100 gift certificate to the supermarket or 
restaurant of your choice! You will also receive a summary of survey results and an opportunity to attend a 
session where I will share results and respond to questions.
All of the information and questionnaires you and your family members fill out will be 
anonymous and confidential. Your name will not be attached to any information you provide. In addition, 
only group information will be used; your responses will not be used individually.
I appreciate your taking the time to read this letter and hope that you will participate and allow 
your child to participate. Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions, please 
call me at (508) 269-8883 or email me at elise.cantor@unh.edu. Again, thank you for your time in this 
matter.
Sincerely,
Elise N. Cantor, M.A.
Department of Psychology 
University of New Hampshire




Date of Birth: (mm/dd/yy)_________  Age: years Gender:
How old were you when you became a parent?______ years old
How many children do you have?______
What is the highest level of education you have completed?
p  less than high school 3  graduated technical school II graduated college □ completed
P  graduated high school 11 some college □ some graduate school graduate school
What is your current occupation?
What is your yearly household income? (best estimate)
□ Under $25,000 □  $60,000-$79,999 □  $125,000-$149,999 □  $175,000-$ 199,999
□ $25,000-$39,999 □  $80,000-$99,999 □  $ 150,000-$174,999 □  $200,000 or more
□ $40,000-$59,999 □  $100,000-$124,999
With which group or groups do you identify yourself? (check all that apply)
□  African American, Black □  Mexican American, Chicano □  Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander
□  White or Caucasian □  Puerto Rican □  Native American, Alaskan Native
□  Hispanic, Latino (country of family origin:___________________ )
□  Asian American, including Indian Subcontinent (country of family origin:____________________)
□  Other (specify:____________________)
What is your current marital status?
□  married □  separated (date_____________ ) □  partner/spouse deceased
□  never married □  divorced (date_____________ ) □  other:___________________
Highest level of education your spouse/partner completed: □ I don’t know
p  less than high school □ graduated technical school □ graduated college 3 completed
P  graduated high school □ some college 3 some graduate school graduate school
What is your spouse’s/partner’s occupation?
For women, what is your current menopausal status?
□  pre-menopausal □  menopausal □  post-menopausal
Please tell us about all your children.
Gender Age Birthdate
(mm/dd/yyyy)
Lives with you? Twin?
1 □  Yes □  No □  Yes □  No
2 □  Yes □  No □  Yes □  No
3 □  Yes □  No □  Yes □  No
4 □  Yes □  No P  Yes □  No
5 □  Yes □  No □  Yes □  No
6 □  Yes □  No □  Yes □  No
Number of parents in your current household:____  Total number of adults:
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Please tell us about yourself:
1. How old are you?_________years
2. What is your birthdate?__________________ (mm/dd/yy)
3. How tall are you?___________feet_________inches
4. What language did you speak first? _ _ ___________________________
5. What language do you speak at home?_______________________________
6 . Which group or groups do you identify yourself with? (check all that apply)
□  White (Caucasian)
□  African American, Black
□  Hispanic, Latino
□  Mexican American, Chicano
□  Puerto Rican
□  Asian American, including Indian
□  Native American, Alaskan Native
□  Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander
□  Other_________ __________________________
Please tell us about vour siblinss (brothers and sisters).
7. Please write the age, and sex of all the children in your family. Include yourself; do not 
include parents.
DO NOT WRITE NAMES
All the Kids in My  Family (N ot Parents)
Age Gender Does this child live with vou?
Does this child 
have a twin?
Yourself Female Male YES NO YES NO
Child 1 Female Male YES NO YES NO
Child 2 Female Male YES NO YES NO
Child 3 Female Male YES NO YES NO
Child 4 Female Male YES NO YES NO
Child 5 Female Male YES NO YES NO
Child 6 Female Male YES NO YES NO
Child 7 Female Male YES NO YES NO
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8 . My parents are: (circle one)
a. married
b. never married
c. separated (date )
d. divorced (date )
e. other:
The next few questions are about your mother.
9.1 ow much education does your mother have? (circle one)
a. less than high school
b. graduated high school
c. graduated technical school
d. some college
e. graduated college_______
f. some graduate school
g. completed graduate school (has a degree, MA, MS, MBA, MD, or Ph.D., etc.)
h. I don’t know
10. What is her occupation (job):
11. Is she living (alive)? □  Yes □  No (date deceased
The next few questions are about your father.
12. How much education does your father have? (circle one )
a. less than high school
b. graduated high school
c. graduated technical school
d. some college
e. graduated college_______
f. some graduate school
g. completed graduate school (has a degree, MA, MS, MBA, MD, or Ph.D., etc.)
h. I don’t know
13. What is his occupation (job):_____________________________________
14. Is he living (alive)? □  Yes □  No (date deceased______________)
15. Do you live with a stepmother or stepfather?
□  Stepmother □  Stepfather □  No stepparents
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U n i v e r s i t y  4  n e w  H a m p sh ire
September 9, 2004
Cantor, Elise 
Psychology, Conant Hall 
46 Prestonfield Rd 
Nashua, NH 03064
IR B #: 3276
Study: Ecological Influences on the Development of Parents of Adolescents
Approval Date: 09/09/2004
The Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research (IRB) 
has reviewed and approved the protocol for your study as Expedited as described in 
Title 45, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 46, Subsection 110.
Approval is granted to conduct your study as described in your protocol for 
one year from the approval date above. At the end of the approval period, you will 
be asked to submit a report with regard to the involvement of human subjects in this 
study. I f  your study is still active, you may request an extension of IRB approval.
Researchers who conduct studies involving human subjects have responsibilities as 
outlined in the attached document, Responsibilities of Directors o f Research Studies 
Involving Human Subjects. (This document is also available at 
http://www.unh.edu/osr/compliance/IRB.html.) Please read this document carefully 
before commencing your work involving human subjects.
If you have questions or concerns about your study or this approval, please feel free to 
contact me at 603-862-2003 or Julie.simpson@unh.edu. Please refer to the IRB # 
above in all correspondence related to this study.' The IRB wishes you success with your 
research.
For the IRB,




Research Conduct and Compliance Services, Office of Sponsored Research, Service 
Building, 51 College Road, Durham, NH 03824-3585 * Fax: 603-862-3564
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